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TOENTIFYING THE EFFECTIVE INSTRUCT(R:
A REVIEW OF THE QUANTITATIVE STUDIES
1900-1952

INTRODUCTION

The equiyments of modern warfare are highly technical, Successful
prosecition of a war demands that thousends of young men be able to mein-
tain and operate electronic and mechanicai devices that are often extremsly
cemplex, Since these ren, upon irnduction, do not have the skills and knowl-
edges necessary to such taeks, the armed forces are required to estabdblish
substantiel training progroms aimed at making satiefactory techniciens out
of rav rec.uits,

Fast and effective truining requires at {ts core skilled instrustion,
The problem of how to aelect personnel who can successfully accomplish this
accelerated inavruc’ional job ie thus crucial to the armed forces., VNethods
of training these potential instructors most rapidly and efficiently must
also be developed, Research in the area of selection and training of in-
atructore has, therefore, very high prodadility of payoff in terma of a more
efficient militury organization. 1The first vtep would appear to be that of
determining whit 1s now known conterning the probdlems involved,

While the research literature was reing surveyed as bdackground material
it decame epparsnt that a asummary of the findings of the quantjtative studies
had potential value for anyone concerned wi‘h instructor selection snd train.
ing problems, not only in the Afir Force, but also in the other services anl
in civilisn institutions, schools, and coll2ges. With these wider implica-
tions in mird, + ccmprehensive and critical revievw of pertinent resecarch re-
ports hes dbeen prepared,

Cver the pait fifty yesrs a consideradle literature has dbeen dullt up
concerning the podblems associated with teicher effectivencss. Many of the
erticles that have appeered merely reflect sxpresaions of opinion in the
form of "avtachai:r ' enalyses of teaching, Cthers, often written dy the orig-
inal investigatora, deal with theoretical crr.alderations arising out of re.
gearch studiee, Undoudltedly many of these generel discussions ere worthy of
ettention, Inasmuch as the more pregnant theoretical implications usually
form an integral pert of reporta of actual regsearch investigations, it was .
decided to includ2 in this reviev only those studies that involvid & guventi-
tative attack on prodlews concerned vith teaching effectivencss, Somc tx-
ception vas nade in the cese of a few of the most recent theoreti.al discus.
81018 by leading inveatigators in the field, Limiting the acope of the
revievw i7, this manrer reduces the dulk of material to de handled without
eeriously limiting the analyses of the prodlems ¢f aszessing teaching effec.
tivenesy or neglecting the progress that has Yeen made in solving.these
prodlems,




- In the search for gquantitative studies over 900 references were examined,
Of these, over 360 were abstracted for inclusion in the review, To obtain
these referencea the following sources were used: Educational Index, Psy-
chological Abstracte, and some 40 reviews and bibliogrephies, including the
comprehensive Domes-Tiedeman (380) bibliography. A selected list of 28 of
these reviews and bibliographies is included with the references accompany-
ing thio report, While no sssurance cen be given that all important research
on instructor effectiveness has been covered, the reviewers had available
the extensive facilities of the library of the University of Illinois as well
as8 other sources of information,

Findings are presented as given in the original reports, even though in
some ceses the research designs are obviowsly faulty, or insufficient num-
bers of subjects have been used to allow statistically significent generali-
zations to be drawn, The discussions of research studies and the tabular ~
material are presented chronologically under each topio heading, except in
a few instances where soume specific feature of the investigations 1is empha-
sized (e,g., in Table 30 order of presentation is chronological for each
test), The onronological order ernasbles the reader to judgc results in terms
of the tendency in later work to use more precise statistical methods, im-
proved research designg, and to report more meticulously the conditions
under which an experiment was conducted,

An attempt has been made to include in the tables all informetion con-
gsidered necessary for interpretation of results, In the column describing
the samples used in the various studies, besides the gize of the semple,
level of teuching position is stated wherever known, Other data on which
a sample wasg gelected are also given, such as: the semple was a dichotomous
cne of good-pocr teachers, or, it was composed of only inexperienced teach-
ers. In cases wiiere this additional information is not included, it mey be
agsumed that the semple was indeterminate except for the particular variable
cited,

‘From the errays of results that have been sasembled, the reviewers have
set down vhat appeara2d in their opinien to be the most probable generaliza-
tions arising from the data and have drawn certain conolusions from these to
gerve a8 a guide in Alr Force technical training research projects, It is
anticipated that these facte end conclusions may also assist other investi-
gators in research planning in thie field,

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS OF CITED RESEARCH STUDIES
Criterta

The main findings of the quantitutive studies reviewed in tne present
report will be summarized,




Surveys of nating devices, Surveys of appointment blanks and rating
scales in use have failed to provide means for identifying the significant
items to be used ir setting up instructor rating devices, The most fre-
quently mentioned gualities on existing teacher appointment blanks are abil-
ity to discipline, ability to teach, scholarship, and personality, There
18 no general agreement as to what constitutes the essential characteristics
of a competent teacher, Similarly, items on present rating scales tend to
be subjective, undefined, and veried, there being no consistency as to what,
traits a supervisor might be expected to observe and evaluate,

Administrative ratings, Administrative over-all opinion corstitutes
the most widely used measure of instructional competence. Available studies
show in general that teachers can be reliably rated by administrative and
supervisory personnel (usually with r's of ,70 or above), For the most part,
administrative retings do not produce very high correlations with measures
of student gain, Intercorrelations of rated traits or categories appear tc
give evidence that traits which .« more objectively observable or are more
independent of opinion tend tc be Jess prone to logical error or halo effect
than are those traits which arc more intangible and hence more subjectively
estimeted, The implication seems clear that hy and lerge ratings made by
the same person are spt to be contaminated by halo and thet in meny such in-
stances a single reting of over-all effectiveness may be as ugseful as an
evaluation besed on a compoaite of a number of ratings of separate traits,

Peer ratings, Peer ratings have been 1little ugsed, For administrative
purposes they are probably not too useful since teachers have certain mis-
givings about passing judgment on fellow teachers., From a reseerch stand-
point in using peer opinion, ranks will probably give better results than
ratings, There 1¢ considerabl: agreement between supervisors and fellow in-
structors in ratings of instructors. As in the case of administrative rat.-
ings, considerable corr.iation is found emong ratings given different traits
by the same peer raters. That is, halo influences peer ratings Jjust as it
does administrative ratings,

Student ratings, The use of student ratings of instructor effectiveness
appears to be growing. Such ratings tend to show fair consistency, their
reliability, as with other ratings, incressing with the number of retings
pooled in fairly good accordence with the Speerman-Brown formula. When stu-
dent ratings have been compared with other measures of instructor effective-
ness, rather diverse results have been found depending in part upon the cri-
teria employed, Considerable halo effect is usually found when students
rate their instructors on several traiis, Whethei or not grades received by
students affect their ratings apparently depends upon the instructiornal sit-
wation, Results may indicate that if the instructor favors the brighter
students he will be approved by them and 8 positive correlation between atu-
dent ratings and grades will result, If he teaches for the weaker students
he will be disapproved by the brighter students and = negative coefficient
will be obtaired, By and large such factore as wize of class, sex of stu-
dents, age or maturity of students, and intrlligence or mental age of stu-
dents seem to have little bearing on student ratings. Research hag been too
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gsporadic and results too inconclusive to allow genecralizations to be made
concerning the influence on student ratings of other factors such as age
and sex of teacher, length of students' acquaintance with the teacher,
length of time teacher hus taught in the school or taught a student, pleas-
urable personel relationships between student &nd teacher, and whether or
not subject taught by rated teacher is students' favorite subject, There
is considerable =xpressed opinion but little redearch evidence that student
ratings will convribute to instructor improvement or could be uged to im-
prove supervisory ratings, .

Self-ratings, While there is some tendency for instructors to overrate
themselves, self-ratings show negligible relationship with adninistrative
ratings, student ratings, or messures of student gains, On the basis of the
few available studies of self-ratings of instructors, the obvious, undis-
gnised self-rating technique would seem to offer little encouwragement for
evaluative or research purposes,

Systematic observations, Systematic observation techniques to deter-
mine differences in performance of effective and ineffective instructors
have been largely neglected in research in the instructor area, Most of
the ‘obgservaticns made have been dependent upon the subjective Jjudgment of
the observer, In general, the reliability of planned observationel record-
ing compares favorably with other methods of instructor evaluation, The
most general criterion of validity of observation hLas been face validity,

No single, specific, observable teacher act has yet been found whose fre-
quency or per cent of occurrence is invariably significantly correlated with
student achievement, There seems to be some suggestion, however, that ques-
tions based on student interest end experience rather than assigned subject
maiter, the extent to which the instructor challenges students to support
ideas, and the amount of spontaneous student discussion may te related to
student gains, Apparently.there sre no optimum time expenditures for par-
ticular claes activities; a good instructor mey function successfully with-
in a wide range of time expenditures, A factor analysis of a number of
instructor snd student behaviors resulted in three factors: (a) understand-
ing, friendliness, and responsiveness on the part of the instructor, (b)
systematic and responsible instructor behavior, and (c) the instructors’
stimulating and original bkehavior,

Student gains, Of the several methoda used to measure student change,
residual student gain, that is, the difference between astual gain and pre-
dicted gain, is becoming nore widely used as a criterion of instructor effec-
tiveness, With all 3ts difficulties it appears to offer one or the best
criteria thus far used. As compared with commonly reported test reliability
coefficients thoge obtained in gains studies have been low. The great dis-
crepancies in the findings of investigators who have exemined the student
gains criterion emphasize the extreme varisbility in relationship with other
criterla wsed to indicate instructor ability., Within the 1limlts of meas-
ures so far used, the relationship between administrative opinion of an




ingtructor's competence and the amount of subject matter that the instruc-
tors will impart to his students cannot be predicted,

Predictors

Intelligence, Whether or not intelligence is an importent variable
in the success of the instructor apparently depends upon the situation,
In general there appears to be only a slight relationship between intelli-
gence and rated succeas of an instructor. Correlation coefficients for
high school teachers tend to be somewha® higher and somewhat less variable
than those reported for elementary teachers, For all practical purposes,
however, this variable appears to be of little value as a single predictor
. of rated instructor competence,

Education, Considered as = group, the investigations of semester hours
or years of education as relestzd to instructor efficlency have indicated
that any relationship that -+ exist is slight, Beyond certain more or less
obvious knowledge requirements, greater or lesser education of a teacher in
terus of courses or semester hours seems to be unimportant in discriminat-
ing between good and pocr teachers,

Scholarship, Implications of studies reviewed with respect to scholar-
ship are quite clear, OGCrades a student will obtair in a practice teaching
course may to some extent be predicted by the grades that student obtained
in college. Accurate prediction of success in practice teaching, however,
cannot be made on the basis of an individual's scholastic record in high
school, Almost all available studies report low positive correlation co-
erficients between measures of on-the-job performance of teachers and ear-
lier scholarship as reflected in over-all achievement in high school or
nollege, or in standing obtained in specific college courses (including
practical teaching courses). There appears to be scrme relationship, but
it §s small, No investigator has shown that the attainment of a particular
standing in high school or college or the mastery of any single course or
group of courses i3 essential to teaching compecence. The positive corre-
lation coefficients usually found probably reflect primarily the relation-
ship of general intelligence to both acudemic and teaching success,

Age and experience, It appears that a teacher‘'s raced effectivencss
increases at first rather :rapidly with experience and then more slowly up
to five years or teycnd, Trere is then a levelling off, and the teacher
may ahow little change in ra%ed performance for the next fifteen or twenty
years, after which, as 4n most cccupations, there tends to be a decline,

Knowledge of subject matter, Whether or not knowledge of subject mat-
ter is related to instructor competence seems to be a function of the par-
ticular teaching situation, Some studies suggest that too much knowledge
on the part of the tcacher may result in teaching "over the heads" of stu-
dents . -




Profugsional information, Socores on tests of professional information
appear to bear some 8light relationship to supervisory ratings or rankings
of instrustor competence, Contradictory results have been obtained, however,
when sucl scores are correlated with pupil gain,

Extracurrieniar dctivities, In general, investigators have fourd low
positive rslationship between an individuel's participation as a student in
extracurricular activities and his later fuatructor effectiveness,

General cdulture, Studies reviewed appear to indicate that the relation
of Cooperative General Culture Te7% ascores to instructor effectiveness 4if-
fers little from those reported fo:. other subject matter teste,

Scoloeconomic status, Studies of the relationship of sociocecmnonmio
gtatus (ab measured by such devices as the Sims Sovcio-Economic Scales) to
criteria of instruotor effectiveness show little, unless it is that those
from higher status groups have greater probabilities of success in life
than those less fortunate,

Sex, No particular diffecences have been shown when the relative ef-
fectiveness of men esnd women teachers has been compared,

Marital status, Despite some prejudice to the contrary there appears
to be no evidence that merried teachers are in eny way inferior to unmarried
teachers,

Teaching aptitude, Results obteined from measures designed to-predict
teaching ability show great disparity, Data thus far available either fail
to establish the existence of any specific aptitude for teaching with any
degree of certainty or indicate that tests used were inappropriate to ite
measvrement,

Teachir i attitude, Attitude toward teachers and teaching ag indicated
by the Yeage~ Scale devised for its measwrement seems to bear a small .but
positive relationship to teacher success measured in terms of pupil gains,

Interest in teaching, In most of the studies reviewed, interest in
teaching wo3 measured by interest test Bcores which indicated similarity of
interest of tenchers and persons undergoing the interest test., Correlations
resulting from the use of several stancard interest tests either cluster
around zero or are so inconsistent as to render such teats of rather doubt.
ful value as predictors of teaching success. The common factors that were
found thrcugh factor analyses %0 underlie the reasons given for choosing the
teachin.. professicn are perhaps provocative of further research but were
based ou too few cases to Justify any clear-cut interpretation,

Voice and speech characteristics. On the basis of studies reviewed,
in genercl, it appears that the quality of the tescher's voice 1is not con-
sidered .oo important by school adminigtrators, teachers, or students, 1In




one study, however, certain speech factore were found to be correlated sig-
nifiocantly with student gaine and with effectiveness ratings of supervisors,
The intercorrelations of the speech factors, however, were so high that
general speech ability based on & single factor ie probably as useful es e
oomposite of judguents based on several speech .faotors,

The photograph, Studies of the use of the photograph as a predictor
of inetructor effectiveness have failed to demonstrate that photographs
have any predictive value,

Statistical analyses of instructor abilities, Such inatructor faotors
as eumpathy, professional maturity, general knowledge, mental ability, social
adjustment, and the like have been identified through factor analyses by
various investigators, The statistical enalyses so far reporied, however,
suffer from inadequacies of criteria, testing instruments, or number of
cages,

Opinion studies of instructor personality cheracteristics, The attempts
made to identify characteristics of successful and unsuccessful instructors
by making lists of traits vased on opinion appear largely sterile in terms
of usability for evaluation or selective purposes, .

Caugses of teacher failure, In wmost of the studles of unsuccessful
teachirs poor maintenance of discipline and lack of cooperation tend to be
found as the chief causes of failure, Healiy, educational background, train-
ing, age, and knowledge of subject matter, on the other hend, appear to be
retatively unimportant factors in terms of teacher failure,

Personality tests., Results obtained with personality tests of teach-
ers have shown wide variation when correlated with other measures, Some
ao-called personality tests appear to show significant correlations with
certain measures of instructor effectiveness, Until carefully contirolled,
well-designed studies employing adequate numbers of instructors have been
made, however, the yroblem of determining the personality patterns of ef-
fective ‘teachers must still remain wnsolved,

CRITERIA OF INSTRUCTOR EFFECTIVENESS

By common definition a criterion is any standard used for judging, For
the scientist, however, such a definition is inadequate, A criterion which
is to be ugsed for scientific judgments cannot be just eny standard, It
should be the best possible standard for the partiicular class of judgments
that are to be made, This means that the scientist must be able to justify
his choice of a criterion by demonstrating its logical relevance to the prob-
lem at hand and by showing that it possesses measurement characteristics
which are technically adequate.




So long as the investigator restricts his reseerch to laboratory stud-
ies the establishment of a justifiable criterion usually presents no great
difficulties, A criterion for memory, for instance, may be the recitation
without error of a list of nonsense syllables, or the criterion of learning
may be a specified minimum of blind elleys & rat enters while traversing a
maze, The moment research is moved into less rigidly contrclled life situa-
tions, however, the investigator is confronted with oriterion problems which
are seldom simple and often impoosible of completely adequate solution, The
‘determination of a scilentificelly justifiable criterion of instructor ef-
fectiveness presents such problems, .

Every educational system and every training progrew hes certain goals,
The first requirement for choosing a criterion of instructor ef{fective.icass
is that these goals be defined, The measwre of a particular teacher's ef-
fectiveress 1s then the extent to which that teacher facilltetes the stu-
dents! progress toward these goels. Since in any system there are usually
geveral educational goals, a mezsure appropriate to each geal is indicated,
The construction of a single, over-all criterion of instrustor effectiveness
would require that these vearious messures should be welightea into this ori-
terion in accordance with supportable value judgments es to their relative
importence.

Obviously, the fulfilling of the regquirements for such a criterion of
instructor effectiveness is a lerge order, The comparative student changes
that would require measurement in certain educational systems, or at cer~
tein stages in a particuler curriculum, might quite defensibly include such
aspects as: changes in knowledges of specific subject matter, improved suc-
cess in subsequent schooling, improved personal adjustiment, or increased
success in life., It is conceivable, also, that the effective teacher con-
tributes to ohanges in other teachers' pupils through individual guldance,
asgistence in plaming the school progrem, good influence on group morale,
and the like, thus creatin effects thnat cennot bte isolated or asoribed to
any one teacher,

In.the studies reviewed, the oriterion problems have been handled with
widely vaerying degrees of sophistication, Measures found acceptable as ori-
teria of instructor effectiveness by one investigator are often considered
as unvalidated potential predictors by others, In order to provide for com-
parisons among stvdies and for eppraisal of reseerch progress, the reviewers
have grouped together what appeared to them to be compereble etudies, The
basia for these groupings rests on the use by the investigators of similar
ocriteria, or where no measures appeared to merit designation as & criterion,
of similar potential predictors,

The lergest grouping covers studies in which retings or renkings of
teachers have been ugsed as oriteria, Most commonly the reporting investl-
gator does not deal explicitly with the problem of the relevance of such
oriteria to teacher effectiveness, In the opinion of the reviewers, if one




is concerned with teacher effectiveness as the changes brought about by the
teacher in the teacher's own pupils, then ratings and rankings are less rele-
vant than either memsures of student change or controlled observations of
student behavior., Ratings are someone's estimste of the effects on students
of those teacher characteristics the rater heppened to observe, and which
he deemed important, Without demonstration that these estimates have re-
lationship to student achievement, they cannot really be considered as sat-
isfactory suvstitutes for measures of pupil change, On the other hand, if
one ig considering that part of teacher effectivenets which the teacher
contributes to the growth of all pupils by participation in the efforts of
the educational group, then ratings or rankings woull seem to be somewhat
more relevant, In this latter case the influence of the teacher is a func-
tion of the quality of the teacher's relations with s“udents in general,
with other teachers, supervisors, and the community, Iifferential effec-
tiveness is a matter of differential contribution totnzover-all goals of
the school or educational system, Since such contribt .ilon is almost in-
evitably in a cooperative setting, and since its effec s are diffuse and
(almost certainly) unmeasurable, there would appear to be logical Justifi-
cation for an attempt to get estimetes of effectiveness in this area by the
uge of ratings or rankings obteined from other przople in the educational
situation,

Another section covers studies in which observational measures of
teacher performance have been used, It is plausible that changes in stu-
dents should be related to wha* the teasher does and how he does it, Fur-
thermore, it seems reasonable that careful and objective observation of
the teacher's. behavior in the teaching situation could provide a measure of
the teacher's effectiveness, A number of investigators have thus attempted
to achieve objectivity in a criterion by the vse of observational measures
of teacher performance, However, vefore any method of objeciively eveluat-
ing effeotive performance on the part of a given teacher can become usefml,
such method must be proved to be capable of measuring kinds of teacher vre-
havior related to the type and amount of change the teacher produces in
her pupils,

Studies that used measures of pupil change as & criterion are also
grouped together. Granting that many of the pupil changes that would in-
dicate a teacher's effectiveness are in behaviors thet are not measurable,
or at least have not set b:on measured, there is at least one arra in yhich
messurements have been made., This is the area of student changes in kuowl-
edge of subJect matter, While adherents of various educational philosophies
might disagree as to the importance of changes in subject matter knowledge -
relative to other kinds of desired changes, 1t seems probable that all would
agree that such changes have some importance and that they are relevant to
the problem of teacher effectiveness. "

The last section of the review covers other instructor or student veri-
ables or measures that were included in the studies read., These the re-

viewers have classified as "possiple or potentisl predictors" regardless of
what they were designated by the original authors., They are so classified
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because marny of them, if their correlation with an adequate criterion of
instructor effecotiveness could be demonstrated, would be uwseful in the se-
leotion of personnel for teacher training or for assignment to teaching
positions., Within the section the various classes of potential predictors
or correlates are placed together to ellow compearisons to be made and, where
possible, conclusions to be drawn,

Rating the Effectiveness of Instructors

An Appraisal of Instructor Rating Methods

In attempts to eveluate instructors systematically many kinds of rating
methods have been used (361), In a great many of the studies reviewed, in-
vestigators adopting rating as a criterion of teachirg effectiveness have
accepted the rating scale or method in use in a particular school situation,
The types of rating scales which have been most favorably received by school
administrators are the graphic, the check list, and to a lesser extent the
rank order or ordevr of merit, Consequently, these scales account for nearly
all of the studies using rating as a criterion, In a few studies, however,
the paired-comparison, oritical-incidents, or forced-choice type of rating
scales have been used,

The reason for the varying degrees of popularity of the different types
of rating scales for administrative use is c¢bvious, Ease of administration
plus essurance that the administrator can follow his subjective leanings
appear to have been the factors given the greatest weight in the choice of
a rating method,

Since the results obtained in rating teaching effectiveness depend in
part on the adequacy of the methods used, a brief appraisal of some of the
more wsual methods that have been applied to instructor rating geems appro-
priate to the purposes of this review,

The graphic rating scale is simple, comprehensible, easy‘to administer,
free from direct quantitative terms, and discriminates as finely as the
rater desires, It is also very susceptible to leniency effects.

The check 1ist, on superficial appraisal, appears to be a simply con-
structed device though it is oumbersome to administer. To achleve a tecn-
nically sound instriument,- however, It is necessary to 40 more than Just
compile a collection of random statements, A thorough Jjob analysis should
be undertaken and as with other rating methods, comparative evaluation must
be made of the various behavicrs to discover those elements which determine
good and pcor instruoctors,

The rank-order technique while offering a simple means of evaluating
instruotors, .lacks the popular appeal of the above two methods, From a

10




research point of view its chief drawbacks are that it does not indicate
the magnitude ot the differences between persons rated nor does it indi-
cate the differences between groups., This device has sometimes been used
to validate other methods,

Although some investigatore have clafwed that the paired-comparison
technique tends to be more accurate than rank-order or rating-scale methods,
it has lacked favor among administrators, first, because it 1s extremely
time consuming end laborious especially when used in rating large groups
and, seconi, because there 1s usually a very high correlation between paired
comparisons and rankings., It is also somevhat more resistant to manipule-
tion by the rater than rank-order or graphic rating scales, Some investi-
gators have recommended this device as a criterion of validity against
which lesa rigorous methods of reting may be checked,

The search for more stable rating methods has led to the development
of the critical-incidents end forced-choice techniques. Of these the
forced-choice technique appears to be the more promising, The unique fea-
ture of this technique is that it limits the rater's control of the final
result of his rating, thus effectively reducing biasability {272), Limit-
ing the rater's control helps elso tc counteract another weakness usually
associated with rating, that is, the raters tendency to become more and
more lenient witn repcated ratings. Nonbiassaebility effectively minimizes
the effects of this changing freme of reference on the pert of the rater,

The oriticel-incidents method, dévised by Flanagen (113, 11lk), was
developed as a means of identifying the importent and valid behaviors on
which ratirg should be made, So far it has not shown much promise in the
rating of instructors, Domas (104) and Jensen (167) in attempts to use
this method in school situations have demonstrated, perhaps wiintentionally,
the prinoipel weekness of the method, When the "oritical incidents" have
been collected some attempt must be mede to organize them go thet they may
be used conveniently, The resulting categories eppear, however, as a liat
of vague generalities which might have been jotted down without going through
81l the elaborate process of acoumulating the inoidente., After Domas hed
collected 1000 and Jensen had asaembled 500 oritical incidents, they found

they were unable to fit them into categories except as they represented ef-
feotive or ineffective behavior and so presented them in their reports,
Chartere and Waples (74), incidentally, encountered the same diffioulty
when they attempted to organize liets of characoteristics eesential for suc-
cessful teaching, Another principal weakness of the oritical-incidents
teohnique is that it depends entirely on the conception of effeotiveness
held by those who report the incidents, In applying the technigue to teach-
ing, ite validity depends on the opinions of effestive teaching held by the
particular superintendents, teachers, students, or others from whose re-
ports inocidents are sought.

Bigh reliability in terms of egreement emong raters depends upon pre-

cise definitions of traits being rated so that raters have a common wnder=
standing of what is being rated, end sufficient frequency of ocourrence of
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the behavior, trait, or quality so that systematic, extensive observations
may be made, Wrightstone (361) reports studies by several investigators
which tend to show that the following traits can be more reliably rated:
efficiency, origlnality, perseverance, quickness, Judgment, energy, scholar-
ship, leadership, und intelligence, Such traits as courage, selfishness,
cheerfulness, kindness, judicial sense, and tact proved not to be so rellably
rated, These findings are perhaps specific to the raters, the rating scale
used, the ratees, and the situation. It should be pointed out that it 1s
doubtful if such literary traits as those exemplified here can be suffi-
ciently well-defined to be useful nor can they be agreed upon by different
raters, except perhaps as they uniformly reflect halo from an agreed on
reputation, Asch (11) has shown that the content and functional value of

a trait changes with the context of other traits, Gaining an impression

of another person is not a process of fixing each trait in isolation and
noting its meaning but rather a summation of the effects of these traits,
For this reason it is vrobably more accurate to judge whole impressions
rather thanartificially isolated traits, Carefully planned studies, how-
ever, might well enatl: predictions to be made as to what types of traits
and behaviors can be more reliably rated than others,

The reliability end validity of ratings tend to be reduced by several
gources of error, Amoag these gshould be included Judguments baesed on insuf-
ficlent evidence, lack of training of the rater, and poor rating devices.
Subjective rating scales depend lergely upon memory and therefore are sub-
Jeot to errors by forgetting.

Another sowce of error lies in the faot that oome raters tend to over-
rate and some to underrate, while still others tend to rate everyone near
the middle of the soale, Thus, ratings made by different ratere may refleot
differences in rating habits rather than differences among the people rated,

Perhapg the greatest sources of error are those of "halo effeot," first
noted by weils (349), end "logical 2rror.," Ealo effeot is the tendenoy of
the rater to rate one trait or quality high (or 1low) because another trait
or quality haa been rated high ?or low) or because the rater knows that the
individual rated excels (or is pertioularly week) in eome reepeot, Logical
error erises from presuppositions in the minds of the raters and lack of
definiteness of the trait beiny rated,

Ratings aleoc tend to become more end more meaningless with repeated
use, This is well illugtrated by the results of vepetition of the same
soale in rating Army officera, In 1922, 25% of Arny oaptains were rated
as excellent; by 1940 the percentage had reached ?.%;vhile in 1945, 95%
of oaptains received an excellent rating (13), Inormased lenienoy with re-
peated ratings is prodably not direotly a funotion of the type of rating
soale but rather due to the operation of sooial and aituational pressurer.
With repsated ratings there tends to be a ohanging frame of rsference on
the part of the raters, It ohould also be noted that lenienoy tendenoy is
not as serious & drawvback under researoh oonditions as oontrasted with op-
erational oonditions,
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The reliability of rating scales is increased by pooling the rat*ing of
several judges, An shown in findings reported by Bryan (61), Remmers et al,
(270), and others, reliebility in ratings inoreases with the number of rat-
ings pooled in fairly good accordance with the Spearmen-Brown formula,
Bendig (29) in a study in 1952 of inter-judge versus intra-judge reliability
of the order-of-merit method found the relationship between these two types
of reliabilities to be U-shaped, The groups of judges with the most highly
reliable and most highly unreliable intra-judge-relisbility showed the wrost
geoup agreement, Furfey inWrightstons (361) showed that reliability was
increased ‘also by subdividing traits and having ratings wade on the sub-
traits,

In the next seotions the results of studies dealing with ratings made
by administrators, fellow teachers, the teacher himself, and students are
reviewed, In interpreting the results of these studies the-meny sources of
error in rating methods must be constantly borne in mind, By and large in-
vestigators have tended to ignore the problems of correcting for the various:
sources ‘of error and have worked with ratings as though they were already a
perfected criterion,

Surveys of Types and Content of Scales

In an attempt:to determine what characteristics of instructors are con-
sidered desirable or essential by authorities in the fleld of education,
several studies have been made of appointment blenks or rating scales as
used by teacher-training institutions, university departments of education,
or state depariments of public instruction, In most cases the procedure
consisted of collecting the forms used, tebulating the items on the rating
sheets,. and detérmining the total frequency a given trait or quality vas
mentioned on the rating devices used by all the institutions swrveyed.

In 1920 Osburn (250) attempted to determine the desirable personal cilar-
acteristics of the teacher by studying appointment blanks used by 121 teacher-
training institutions, The oututanding finding of this investigation was the
lack of agreement as to what constitutes the essential personal characteris-
tics of a competent teacher, The universities tended to be in somewhat closer
agreement than the normal schools. Ability to discipline, ability to teach,
scholarship, and pérsonality were the most frequently mentioned qualities,

A oritical analysis of rating sheets in use for rating student teachers
in inetitutions of the North Central Associaticn of Secondary Schools and
Colleges was made by Smith (318) in 1936, Of the 128 institutions replying
to a request for information, 103 made use of som: form of rating sheet, Ap-
proximately 77% of these depended solely upon persona) opinions of the raters,
In 1941 Samuelson (291) reported a survey of rating ecales in use in epproxi-
nately 50 teachers' colleges end achools in 29 states, Th: investigator's
chief finding 18 the variety of practices and methods of measurement employed,
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Craphic scales, uau: ly with five-point scale division, predominated, al-
though descriptive ncales, letter sceles, and numerical scales were also
used, In 1940 Schellhemmer (294) alsn exanined rating procedures in 109
teacher-training irstitutions, The fusms, he found, veried from a single
rating of 9 iteme to a ccuoprehensive scoring of 72 items on a seven-point
scale, Intelligence end health items appeered most frequently, with no
other item appearing more then 11 timcs, This seemed to indicate that there
is no general agreement as ‘to which cheracteristice the supervisor might be
expected to observe and evaluate. Peterson end Cook (255) in 1930, Dean
(99) 1n 1939, and Wosllner (358) in 194l also swrveysd rating procedures
used in teecher-training institutions,

Barr and Emens (19), in 1930, in order to determine whnt qualitieo
are prerequisite to success in teaching, studied 209 ‘eacher reting scales
colleoted from oities of more than 25,000 population, frcm state departments
of pudblio instruction and from univeraity departuents of education, They
reported that the 6939 itema found in the rating scales tended to be highly
subjeotive and undefined, The scales also varied widely in content and or-
genigation, many being either quite superficiel or apparently representing
opecial points of view or ayatems of teaching,

In 1945 Reavie and Cooper (262) surveyed reting methoda in wue irn 123
oity school sysieme, They repcrted that the most notadble charecteristic of
the rating devices empioyed was their lack of uniformity, The instruzents
veried in type, in number of itema to be rated, in speoifio oharaoteristion
included, and in individual resporaidle for the rating, In one city teeoh.
era were 'rated "only by degrees hold.” A total of 1538 items were {noluded
in the acales used, Of these only 256 appeared on more than cne devioe,

It wovld seem that the survey method might provide an obdvious way of
deternining the significant items to be used in setting wp Jnatruotor rat.
ing devices, The atudiea swmariged, hovever, appear largely sterile, The
meaningless sort of vesults obtained are probvadly due to the failure of the
eurveyore to develop a rationale wvhioch ocould bte imposed on the materiale
surveyed, The reliability of the categoriting of desoriptive terms for
traits or characterietios would have to be tested, 8ingle juigments, or even
Judgments based on a group of closely asscciated judges, vould not suffice,
Rather, agreement should be tested for fitting the categories into the ra-
tionale by a series of independent judges, much in the eame way that the re.
1iability of the categoritation of behaviore dy independent observers ‘is
atudied in time-sampling studies, Such aurveys of content sre not spt to
produce resultes vorth the effort until, through empirical or other mesns,
hypotheses concerning vhat teaching charaoteristics should de rated ere first
formulated end then these hypotheses are cheoked by reference to inatitu.
tional practice,

Typea of Raters

Rating devices not only differ in form and content dut they are aleo
designed to de used by different clasnea of raters. An inatructorts
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competence, for instance, may be rated by his supervisor or by an outside
expert, by his fellcw instructors, by his students, by himself, or by some
combination of these. Most instructor ratings heretofora have been made
by administrative personnel, but in receni years studeat ratings of their
instructors have been receiving more and mors widesprexd use.

Adininistrative Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

As has been repeatedly shown by surveys, many school systems employ
wnstructured rating procedures, the most widely used measure of an in-
strudtor's competence teing the over-all opinion of the principal, super-
visor, superintendent, or school Anspector. On the basis of Judgmsnt of
such administrative perescnnel, instructors may be selected, hircd, pro-
moted, or fired. To the besl ¢f the reviewers! knowledge, a rating form
for teachers was first used administratively in Milwaukee in 1896n%170).
?y 1¢00' school systems in a number of other cities were also using raling

OIMY,

Demonstrated lack of agreement among administrators, however, ¢nd
the_undependable nature of subjective opinions in general have led t«
frequent attempts to put instructor rating on a sourder footing throus*»
the use of more analytic administrative rating devices. Cne of the
earliest attempts to quantify instructor bohavior was the tenta’ ive sch: .e
for the measurement of teachinf sfficivncy outiined by Elliott (1C6) in
1910, He based hLi: method on the premise Lhat the teacher was an "octo-
personality'-~-executive, projecting, supervising, prefessional-technical,
social, physical, moral, and dynamic.

Investigations of the reliatility, validity, and halo effect of ad-

miniztrative ratings ubtilieing rating devices will be exanined {r this
report.

Reliability of Administrative Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

Reliability can be measured (a) between raters, (b) for a single rater
from one rating scale or item to another (which may reflect halo effect),
and (c) between ratings by the same rater from one occasion to ancther.
The available studins appear to show Lhat teachers can be reliabls rated
by administrative and supervisory personnel, the preronderance of relia-
bility coefficients reported being .70 or above, As shown in Table 1,
there is considerable variation, coefficients of reliability for rated
general effectiveness ranging from «17 to .98+ When traits or qualities
other than general ability are rated, the reliabilities tend to be stme-
what lower than those found for general effectiveness {Barr (16), Board-
man (39)7. Part of the range of reliability coefficients can be astribed
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where correlations vera obtained when the saie raters vsad

different methods or scales, the coefCicients tended to be high, e.g.,

the p of 96 48 of this type.

nhere correlations were obtaired bdbetiween

tiro different raters using the same methed, coefficients were coneider-

ably lower, ei.g», the r of 432 in ths Hamrin study (143).

Hampton (142)

in her study of administrative ratings made in 1951 found that “correla-

tions between successive trait ratirgs of the same persons were differeti
from gero at the one per cent level, trait by trait, when the raters were
the same and nominally equal to zero when the raters changed."

1iability or validity was involved in certain of the correlation co-

efficients computed. When riters are of equivalent prestige, s'atus, or

The reviewers found some confusion among authors as to whether re-

standing, the reviewers have asasumed that consistency ¢f ratings, 1i.e.,

reliability, is intended.

Such studies are reported in this section.

When raters are of obviously unequal prestige, of different clesses, or
the comparisons are with an entirely differen. order of critericn variable,
the studies are included in the following section on validity.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

17



In order to insure that raters were confronted with a common situation,
Shiels (308), in 1915, asked 110 principals to rate the ssme ten case stud-
ies of teachers for instruction and discipline on a five-point scale, Higher
reliability would be expected than would be the case in rating real tunachers
since the judges were basing their opinion. on identical data. The ratings,
however, showed ccnsiderable variation and range, there being no instance
of 100% agreement. There was, mcreover, less than 75% agreement in all but
four cast9 in rating inetruction, and in al)l but two caees in rating die- .
cipline.,

In Barr's study (16) similar results were found. then &0 visiting
superintendents observed, for two different periods of 30 min., each, the
teeching of cne teacher relatively unknown to them and then rated the
teaching effectivenese of that teachsr, greay divergence of opinion was
founds The cuperintendents spread the:r ratings on all traits over at
least 9 points of & 10-polnt scale and fo: more than 50% of the items
over all 10 points. One superintenlent commented on the poornexs of the
teaching, while another remark:d that he wished he cowld employ the vescher
in his s¢hcols Correlations between first and second observation by tre
superinterdents also proved in general to be lows Barr stated that an
outstanding fact brought out by this study was that supervisors cannot
agree whon asked to analyze a te:ching situation about which they have no
advance information. He concludes further that ':conventicnal supervision
is highly subjective,”

Correlation of Administrative Ratings with Other Measuras of Instructor
Effectiveness '

A number of investigators over the past thirty years have made com-
parisons of various criteria of instructor effeciiveness, Their studies
have been sumnariced in Table 2, The correlation coefficients, where re-

rted, ange from -.61 to .82, the former being determined by Jones
5272) when he compared prinocipals! ratings of 13 teachers with gains made
by their pupils in English and the latter by Nanninga (238) when he com-
pared prinocipals! with assistant prineipals! ratings of 15 high school
teachers, In some instances rather substantial coefficients were ob-
tained when ratings of various types of administrators were conpared
{esgs, Brandt (51), Bryan (61), Nanninga (238), Tieps (333)!. 1In these

®and other cases where relatively high correlations were reported,

oprortunities for co)laberation, prior discussion, or other sources
of :ontamination of data were not corpletely ruled out. For the most
part sdministrative ratings do not produce very high correlations with
measures of student gains _e.g., Brandt (51), Taylor (331)1.

In Knudsea?s and Stephens' (184) analysis of 57 published devices
for rating teaching, they discoverei that often the validity of the device
was implied in the assumption of tie competence of its designers to select
significant traits. Forty gave nr. statistical evidence of validity or
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reliability; 11 mentioned correlations betwe:n ratings of the same’ teacher
by different judges; 4 quoted correlations of weights asaigned to various
items on a given device by different judges; 3 gave correlations between
successive judgments of the same judge; 2 included intercorrelations of
scores assigned by different judges; and 2 mentioned correlations of scores
on items with scores on general merit.

Intercorrelations of Rated Traits or Categories

Some, if not all, of the studiés reported in this section appear to
give evidence of the presence of the halo offect which tends to bias rat-
ings in general. A number of ths investigators whose studies are reviewed
here have called attention to this factor as at least a.partial cause of
the large correlation ccefficients found when ratings of ssveral traits
by the same rater are compared, Gther investigators report high correla-
tions without comment,

In any interpretation of theoe studies it is important to recognize
that, for:instancs, a coefficient .of .90 between rated "efficiency" and
rated ‘yse of’hethods\' does not mean that good stethods lead to efficiency;
it mereiy means that raters terd to rate a giveh person at the same rela-
tive level on the two traits. it should be noted that two kinds of inter-
correlation may indicate halo effect. The first kind is the correlation
found when ratings of two traits by the same rater are plotted ageinst
each other. Tha second kind of corralation is that found when mean rat-
ings of two Vraits of seveal instructors are plotted against eacn other.

In Table 3 )2 studies are swmariced in which correlations were com-
puted {in the Bryan (61) and Brookover (55) stud.es actnal coefficients
were not reported] between scame rating of general teaching merit and rat-
ings on sqgme other teaching characteristic where the two types of ratings
were made by the same rater. It will be-noted that, in deneral, the co-
effidtents tend to be high, probably indicating operation of ccnsiderable
halo effects In some cases the relationships are quite as ridiculous a#
those Knight (178) found and coumented on in his study of peer ratings.
Knight obtained a correlation coefficient of «94 between general teacthing
ability and intellectusl ability and oné of .79 between teaching ability
and skill in discipline when these were rated ty .fellow teachers. He
also feund a correlation of .86 between ratings on skill in discipiine
and intellectual ability. In pointing out the absurdity of these correla-
tions, Knight said, '"Were this really the truth, what s prodigy of in-
tellect the 'strict,! but ofteh dull, teacher would beil' Further, "If
we thus gensraligsed, w¢ would also hold that Grant, admittedly a past
paster in control, aleo towered above ‘Lincoln in mental stature."

In the case of certain traits, however, the correlation coefficients

are low, For instance Ruediger and Strayer (283) report a coefficient of
Ol between general merit and health and .20 between general merit and
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appearance; and Boyce (48) found a correlation of 18 between general merit
and health, On the other hand Boyce reported a correlation of «90 between
general merit and instructional skill. This suggests that traits which are
more objectively ohservable or &re more irdepender! of opinion are less
prone to logical error or hale effect than are those traits which are more
intangible and hence more subjectively estimated. The implication seems
clear that,by and large ratings made by the same person are apt to be con-
taminated by halo and that in many such instances a single rating of over-
all effectiveness may be as useful a, an evaluation based on a composite
of a number of ratings on separate traits.

Peer Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

Apparently 1ittle use hae been made of the practice of having teach-
ers rate their fellow teachers. Roberts and Draper (279) in 1927 obtained
material on the scope ana character of the work of the principal from
principals? reports from 441 high schools having an enrollment from 5 to
LOOO pupils in ail sections of the United Stales. Only 12 principals
asked teachers to rate each other and 379 did not require such ratings; no
answer to this question was given by the remainder of the principals. A
'survey made by Reavis and Coopar (262) in 1945 on rating methods in use
in city school systema showed that in only Lwo systems was teacher opinion
used as part of the rating set-up.

In a number of studies, however, lists of desirable traits of teachers
have been compiled by teachers themselves (53, 120, 173, 215, 303). A de-
tailed analysis of these and other related studies is included in the sec-
tion on Opinion Studies of the Personality Characteristics of Effective and
Ineffective Tma:ructors.

Superficially at least, the most obvious way to discover how a nan
drz8 8 Job is tu ask a fellow enmployeas It would seem that fellow-tecacher
opinion should provide 3 valid reaswre of instructor competence. The
rating a teacher makes of a lfellow teacher, howaver, is prodadly rarely
based on first-hand observation but rests rore often on hearsay and repu-
tation. Even if he does have opportunity to observe other teachers! per-
formance in the classroom, he may not know what is important to look for.

Furthermore, peer ratincs have never been popular. This is probably
due to the dislike of persons to evaluate or to le evaluated by their close
associates, The raters can never be absolutely ceriain that uncomplimentary
opinions do not get back to the person rated, nor are threy always sure just
how their ratings will be used. They are loath, for instance, to accept
any responsibility for separating even an inconpetent fellow worker {rom
his job. .
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For administrative purposes, therefore, peer ratings of instructors
are probably not too useful since teachers tend to have certain misgivings
about passing judgment on fellow teachers. When oblized to rate their
fellow teachers, they are apt to do what is popularly cailed a i'snow job,"
They are caretul to give only favorable ratings, thus avoiding any reper-
cussions if t-eir ratings became known to the ore rasted. 7This means of
course that the instructor-rater keeps his more candid opinions to him-
self. From a research standpoint, in using peer opinion, ranks might
give better results than ratings, especially if steps are taken to assure
the raters of the anonymity of the results,

Reliability of Peer Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

Not many data were found on reliability of peer rating of teachers.
Four studies in which reiiabilities were obtained for fellow-teacher
ratings are pcesented in Table 4. In these studies the N used was the
number of insiructors rated.

Correlation of Peer Rating with Other Measures of Instructor Effectiveness

Several investigators have been interested in showing the relation-
ship between peer rating and other measures of instructor effectivenesa.
The rationale for making such comparisons appears to be that of lending
support to the validity of the measure used in a particular study. Appar-
ently there is considerable agreement in opinions of supervisors and fel-
low instructorss This would seem to irdicats that the reputation of an
individual i8 a coimon element in influencing the judgment of all who are
associated with the teacher whether pupils, fellow teachers, or supervisors.

L ] ’

In the four available studies where correlations were computed, the
coefficients ranged from 453 to .96, These four studies have been sun-
marited in Table 5, together with three .reports where noncorrelational
methods were used in comparing peer ratings with other measures of in-
structor effectiveness,

Intercorrelations of Peer Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

As ir. the case of intercorrelaticns between traits rated by the same
person for administrative ratings, close ~elationship ie found for ratings
given different traits by the same peér raters in the few studies avail-
able,

In 1922 Xnight (178) in a study of 153 elementary and high scheol

teachers found that mutual judgrents o teachere with respect to general
teaching ability correlated with their judgments of intellectual ability
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o7L and with judgment of skill in discipline 79, while judgments of skill
in discipline correlated with intellectual ability .86, He concluded that
in judging particular traits, ‘'genera) estimate?’ (i.e., halo) influences
the ratings to such a degree that judgments of particular traits are in
themselves of little practical use.

Odenweller (247) also noted that in his study correlations are marked-

ly. higher when both traits are judged by the same set of judges than when
one 13 judged by one set of judges and the other by another.

Student Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

In recent years certain educators have been quite voluble in advo-
cating the use of student rating in evaluating the effectiveness of in-
structors., It is maintained that such ratings tend to raise standards
of ‘instruction by providing a tasis for weeding out incompetent instruc-
tors and for improving the effectiveness of good instructors. These rat-
ings, it is saic, provide administrators with a means for -securing depen-
dable information which they should possess as to the opinions of students
with respect to every member of the teaching staff,

That student ratings, within the limits of their reliability, are
valid measures of student opinion of instructors cannot be questioned.
It is probably true also that students being in a more or less close re-
lationship with their instructors are in a better position than anyone
else to make certain judgrents of theme Whether or not these student
ratings are in turn related to over-all effectiveness of the instructor
in the teaching situation has not been demenstrated. There may oce a
closer relationship between pupils! success in school and theii reaction
to the teacher than there is between their success and methods of teach-~
ing or the so-called important physical aspects of the school environment
and teaching aids.

While the practice of obtaining student ratings appears to be grow.-
ing, their disadvantages have freguently been pointed out. Some adminis-
trators oppose them because of the cost in time or money or beca se of
their possible disruptive effects upon student and staff morale, Among
instructors there is considerable oppocition to student ratings. Cer-
tain instructors fear the misuse of student opinion as a basis for ad-
vancement or separation of personnel. They point out also that student
ratings may make instructors emotional, self-conscious, or resentful and
that attempts to cater to student opinion may produce changes in unde-
sirable directions, OGtudents may lose respect for their instructors by
being encouraged to set themselves up as judges of instructor com-
petence, Instructors contend that student ratings are unreliable because
of immaturity and prejudices oi the raters who are influenced by grades,
interest in specific subject matter, reputation of particular instructors,
difficulty or ease of course material, and the like, Many students also
are unfavorably disposed to rating their instructors. They consider such
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ratings a waste of their time unless administrative action results.
Students themselves point out that the preferred instructor is often
young, genial, and entertaining, while the serious, more experienced in-
dividual who stresses subject matter and insists upon certain standards
of deportment and effort is rarely popular.,

Quite a numbser of investigators have reported studies of student
rating as a measure of instructor effectiveness and also as a means of
instructor improvement. Among these are the studies of Bryan (81, 62,

63, 64, 65, 66), Starrak (322), Riley et al. (276), Goodhartz (131),

arid Remmers and his associates (264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 321, 348).
Galt and Grier (126) in a report of an investigation of flying instructors
state that they found student rating useful and suggest that such ratings
might well be looked into further. In a very recent study Flesher (115

has suggested that the question of whether or not ratings of an instructor
might be inferred from their students! rating of the course taught by the
instructor might well bear investigation. Flesher contends‘that student
rating of courses tends to be more objective and frank and hence, more
-valid than their ratings of instructors. In a limited test of this hypothe-
sis done as a by-preduct of another study, Flesher obtained correlations
ranging from 60 to +82 between course ratings and instructor ravings,

with mean ratings for courses tending to be lower and more variable,

Reliability of Student Rating of Instructors

It might be expected that higher reliability coefficients would be
obtained for composite student ratings than for composite administrator
ratings of instructors because of the usually much larger numbers of
student raters as compared with administrators making the ratings. A4s
shoyn by the investigations summarized in Table 6, however, there is
considerable variation in the reliability of student rating.

It will be noted that two kinds of correlational studies have been
included in Table 6. In most of the studies the correlation cvefficierts
are based on the number of instructors. This obviously.is:the proper N
where reliability of students ratings in differentiating instructor
effectiveness is required. In four studies, Remmers and Brandenbgrg,(267),
Root (281), Smeltzer and Harter (315),'and Amatora (4), the reliability
coefficients show the consistency with which the same students rate a
particular instructor, using either the same or different frating devices.
These studies give no information as to the reliability of student ratings
with reference to the instructor differentiation problem since the N used
is-the number of student raters and not the. instructors rated.

In addition to the studies report«d in Table 6, a number of investi-
gators have reported findings which have a bearing on the reliability of
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Teble 6

Roliability of Student Rating of Imstrioters
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Table 6 (Cont.)
Reliability,
——Iovesbisstor . Tescher sspple. . Student saxole . _Scsle . . Mathod _mhmm.

Devenport (1944) 48 high 1250 (approx,) 23 ftamp (5= Average of i8 85
school point) padre of
. ratings
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Student ranking kb
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® Correlatios based oo student rater M.
9 Corrected 1o “e:ual that of 25 retings.®

student rating but in which correlation coefficients are not reported., In 1926
Fritz (123) found.that 89 students varied widely in their ability to duplicate
their judgments on two ratings of one teacher chtained on a seven-part scale

8 week apart, In 1942 Porter (257) found, in having pupils rate some 27 stu-
dent teachers, that some classes were considerably more lenient than othefa.
Porter gave no statistical basis for his finding nor did he consider that

the difference might be due to teacher merit rather! than lenjency of pupils,
if a teacher taught a better lesson in one clasg:than in another. He con-
cluded alse that pupils tended to agree’closely in Jjudgments of best and
poorest teachers bul varied widely in their judgment of the middle group,

a finding usually assoclated with the use of rating scales.

In 1929 Remmers (264), using the Purdue Rating Scale for Idstructors,.
and in 1934 Starrak (322), analyzing ratings by students of the entire fac-
ulty of Iowa State University, reported that reliabilities obtained compared
favorably with those of the best standardized cbjective teste. In 1932
Flinn (116) found that when an instructor was rated by four different super-
visors and four different groups of pupils during a ten-year period the
pupil ratings were much more uniform ‘than were the ratings of supervisors.
Flinn's result may'eimgly reflect the fact that the standard errot’of an
arithmetic mean is a function of the number of cases on which it is based
and that a mean based on four ‘different supervisors could fluctuate more
widely than one based on a presumably’ larger group of pupild, In 1941
Albert (1) obtained consistent results when 78 high school teachers were
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rated by their 1578 pupils., In 1946 Remmers et al. (268) asked 559 engineers
to ude the Purdue Rating Scale in rating the Dest and worst instructors each
had jn colleges The mean differences between best and worst instructors,

as rated by the total group on the 10 traits of the scale &nd based on a
total possible score of 100, ranged from 17.5 for personal appearance to

59.4 fon stimulating intellectual curiosity. The average difference be-
tween means for the 10 charaoteristics was 38.6. These results are not

too meaningful in the absence of standard deviations of the ratings of

best and worat teachera.

Correletion of Student Rating with Other Measures of Instructor Effective-
neas

A number of inveuvigators have compared the resylts of .student rating
of ingtruptoyd with thpse cbtained from adminigtrative and fellow-teacher
ratings. Some have r:ported, the obtained .correlatidns as ''validity co-
effictents." In a few’instances,”e.ge., Lif5 (203) and Remmers gt al. (269),
pupil gain has been used as the criterion with which corlparisons were made.

Table 7 summarizes 21 studies, in 12 of which correlation coefficients
were reported. The considerable differences “in hagnitude of the coefficients
oblained may be pani iy explained in terms of the \iverse criteria employed,
and in part they'may be a fmection of the sypall numbers of teachers involved
in mast of thg investigations. In géneral, the coefficients reported are
quite high where ratings of teaching efficiency were used for both groups
of. judges. When a numbet*¥of tragts were® rated, -hoyever, quite a wide range
in‘coefficients resulteds Thig may,have begn due to-the.differing inter-
pretation plaﬂbd onlthe meartigg of the traii. by different raterss Re-
sults are ndt alwdys' comparableytrom study to study because of the lack of
statistical controls, It was not always possible to tell from the reports,
for example, when pupils ranked their teachereg.f corrections were made for
oize of groupg. - :night {178) applied such copyection, ap did Boardman (399
wno changetl his ranks to sigma positions. Bbtﬁ‘got quite high correlations,
Gresne's study (135) which showed a high relationship between the teacher's
salary.and ranking by pupilg may mean onlv that pupils were influenced by
academic position.

Davenport {92) obtaines a low rorrelation beiween teachers self-
ratinge and pupils- ratings o>f teaching on comparable scales. He found
a zero relationship between pupils! ranking of, their teachers and the
teacherts self-rating., Davenport, suggests that a teacher's actual teach-
ing -may well be-different from her philospphy of teaching, simply because
such factors as .siz§ of clgss or other cldsgroom factors force her to
compromisg.

It is interesting to note that ir: the two studies where pupil gain was
one of the medsures, only slight relationship was found., In the Lins?
study (203) the low corrédlation-might be due to the small number of teachers
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Correlation of Mtudent Raving with Other Neasures of Inst rurtor Rifectivensss
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used in this part of the study or to soms selective faétor in the manner

of choosing which students would rate each teacher.

The traits on which

differences were significant at the .01 level of Remmers' study (269)
were: rating as compared to other instructors in the university and care

of communal apparatus.

Those significant at the +02 level were:

super-

vision during tests and dailies, knowledge of chemistry, returning tests
and dailies, should instructor be kept if suitable replacements are

availablc,

Intercorrelations of Student Rating of Instructors

Ten studies in which intercorrelations were obtained between ratings
by students for more than one trait ar< presented in Table 8.

Investigater

Tabls 8

Intarcorrelations by Trait of Student Rating of Instructors

Teecher sample

Retmers & Brandenburg (1927)

Stalnaker & Remrers {1928)

Reemars (1929)
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of results was evident in the various studies as to how much halo effect
was present, even in cases where invostigators used the same scale,
Remmers and his associates (264, 266, 267, 321) in their several studies
on the Furdue Rating Scale for Instrictors show very little halo effect.
As can be seen from Table 8 they reported consistently low correlations.
In one study (321) only seven of the 45 intercorrelations proved to be
above 450,

In the report of his study made in 1934, Remmers (266) says that his
results emphasize the relative independence of the traits: interest in
subject, Trait 1; presentation of subject matter, Trait 5; stimulating
intellectual curlosity,‘Trait 10, In thip study Remmers, in addition to
the correlations reported in Table'8, determined halo effect by taking
"five samplings of intercorrelations of five randomly selected pupils
against five other pupils for Trait 1 versus Trait 5 and Trait 1 versus
Trait 10." (Correlations were not computed between 1,.its 5 and 10 for
some reason.) These were the 3 of the 1C traits appearing on the Pur-
due scale that were indicated by students’ as being the most important,
Remmers averaged the r's without conversion to Fisher g's and without
regard tuv the varying numbers of teachers involved in each r and then
"correoted for attenuatione! The resulting true" correlation of ,34,
it seems to the reviewers, may be regarded with more than a little sus-
picions In the case of collegs students, Remmers reported average rts
corrected for attenuation of .52, 38, and 49 for Traita 1 va. 5, 1 vs,
10, and 5 vs, 10, regpectively.

In 1936 Heilman and Armentrout (148} also using the Purdue scale,
found considerable halo effect and Smalzried and Remmers (314) in their
factor analysis study of the Purdus scale, made in 1943, report that 28
of the 45 intercorrelations were above .60, Other investigators using
different scales mention that quite a bit of halo effect was found.
Bowman (47), in fact, in 8 third of a series of studies on atudent rat-
ing used an over-all rating becaude of the high intercorrelations among
traits found in his first two studies.

Influence of Grades Received by Students on Their Rating ¢f Instructors

The meaning of students! ratings of ingtructors is daspendent to .some
extent on whether or not such ratings are rglated to grades received by
students from the instructor concerned. If grades:.received are related
to students® ratings, presumably instructors who gave ‘high grades would
be expected to receive higher ratings from their students than those who
gave low grades, The presence or absence of the relationships here con-
sidered tHus bears significantly on the validity assiined to students!
ratings of their instructors.

The array of correlation coefficients presented ju Table 9 is some-
what bewildering, particularly in the presencs therein of coefficients

34



Teble 9
Correlstion of Orsdes Recelved by Students with Their Rating of Treir Instructors
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Reamsrs {1930) 7 student & & collage 16-32 Purliue seale (individuad  Etudente divided -85 10 89
Stens) {nto two groups on {biserisl
tasds of grades =71 to 4%
Sterrak (1534) Entire feoulty of {Not rsported) Grephio scale {17 ttezs) Oredes J3
one college
Bowman (1934) 9 student 6-40 12 charsctesistics ) V004 te 185
Diffsrence betwsen =49 to ¥
grade & studest
svorage grads
Sasltser & Harter (1934) 5 collegs (¥ot reportst) Orephio scsls {45 4tems) PFinal examinstion
Ancrune&c =:20 to 418
igned F4nal examination =14 to 17
Krous (1935) (Kot reported) (Not reportas) Analysis of "oest® & Grads No eignificant
“worst® tescher correlstion
Koilman & Arsentrout 46 eollege 17-121 Purdue 4€sscher'e seyerity -a0h
(1938) of nul.n;x )
"Peirmess in grading™ veldh
Brysn {1937) 22 or, hige school 20152 Oenaral tesohing sbility Orsdes 07
41 §re high school W15

S Ortelned by computing the raan of all the grades sssigned by sach tsscher for three quartere.

of substantial magnitude, but in both positive and negative directicns. How-
eVer, a hypothesis advanced by Remmers et al. (269) in 1949 makes such re-
sults plausible., These authors explain the apparently contradictory results
obtained betWween this study and one by Remmers (265) at an earlier dete in
terms of methodology. In the earlier study the ins.ructor was kept constant
while students were varied in terms of grades and presumably scholastic
ability. In the 1949 study the instructors were varied on the basis of
whether or not their classes fell short or exceeded their predicted grade--
presumably a measuro of instructor ability. They point out that grades
obtlained under a single instructor and due to student differences may be
either positively or negatively related to student ratings but that grades
reflecting instructor differences rather than student differences are posi-
tively related to the ratings given instructors.

If one assumes that good students will approve of instructors who con-
duct their teaching at a high level (and over the heads of the poorer stu-
dents), then, a positive correlation between student ratings and grades
would result. Conversely, if the instructor pitches his teaching at the
level of the weaker students, the brighter students will disapprove and a
negative correlation will result. - This hypothesis would account both for
the range of coefficients obtained and for the fact that when correla-
tions are not computed separately for each instructor, coefficients of
negligible magnitude are found.

In those studies where grades were assigned '"subjectively, i.e.,
where the instructor was directly respcnsible for the grade a student
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received, the relationship between grade and rating may reflect the students®

response to the instructni¥s affective attitude.

The relationship between

student ratings and objective grades, on the other hand, may provide an

indication of the students?! reaction toward teaching competence.

Another

distinction among studies in this area is whether the correlation is between
mean grades and ratings {where classes are the unit) as in the study of
Heilman and Armentrout (148) or between individual ratings and grades

(where the student is the unit) as in the report of Smeltzer and Harter (315).

ri.fluence of Teacher Factors on Student Rating of Instructor Effestiveness

In addition to the grades a student receives a number of other factors
have been investigated as having a possible influence on student rating of

teachers.

Ameng factors considered hive been age and sex of teacher, length

of students? acquaintance with teacher, length of time teacher had taught
in the school or had taught pupil, pleasurable personal relationship between
student and teacher, and whether or not subject taught by rated teacher was

students? favorite subject.

In view of the fact that research involving

these factors has been rather sporadic and that some contradictory results

have been reported gensralications cannot well be made.

studies are briefly sunmarized in Table 10.

The few available

Brookover (54, 55) in his two studies found what are apparently some-

what contradictory results,

measuring devices used by Brookover differed fur the two studies.

This night be explained by the fact that the

Brook-

over concluded that the nature of the pupils? personali relationships with

their teachers affects their ratings of the teachers' abilities.

Table 10

Relationship of Teachers Pactore to Student Rating

Vuxber students

— Inovescigator Jescher pasple ~ DOF teacher - student reting
Krous (1935) (Wot reportsd) (Bct reported)  Select best & poorest
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conclusion may be based on a form of halo effect, or morse generally, a
psrsistent regponse set on the part of the pupils. It is interesting tc
note that in the Brookover 1940 study, ratings of 39 teachers by their
students on a scale measuring pleasant personal relationship yielded a
corralation coefficient of 64 when correlated with superintendents?®
ratings. Boardmsd (40), in a study reported in 1930 in which pupils®
rankings of teaching efficiency were correlated with their rankirgs of
teachers in tsrms of for whom they worked hardest, the teacher liked
most, the teacher having the best order or discipline, and the teacher
from whom they learned most, found that when other factors were held
constant pupils? liking fi: the teacher was the. largest single factor in
determining judgment of teucher efficiency.

, In a longitudinal study of student ratings in which there was some

turnover from year to year, Starrak (322), in 1934, found that raiving
scores of teachers tended to incresse with successive ratings. This change
was gradual, teachers qriginally placed in the lowest quarter moving to the
second or third quarter by ths end of a ‘two-yeer peribd. , Whether this im-
provement. was dus to some general blasing factor fsuch as teachers’ repu-
tations. among students) or due to increased eifectiveness of the teachers
because of addzd experience is not clear,

Influence of Student Factors on Student Ratings of Instructor Effectiveness

As in the case of teacher factors, the studies cencerned with student
factors other than grades have been sporadic and not %oo clearly defined.
Often they are just a by-product of studies concerned with osther aspects
of student ratings., Available studies have been suimarized in Table 1l.
Information on four factors was consifdered: size of class, sex of stu-
dents, age or'maturity of students, and intelligence or mental age of «
students, By and large the results of the various studjest show that these
factors have little bearing on student rating., The curvilihear results
found by Sta¥rak in‘regard to influence of size of class -~re of sofpe ‘in-
terest, It is unfortunate that Heilman and Armentrout did not test for
curvilinearity &s the sizo of the olasges in their study ranged from 1% to
121, Starrak concluded: 'On the Basis of the ritinge; 20 studmte ssem
to be the optimum riumber for a college class,™ .AlthqQugh his study was
extensive (ratings were made quarterly on all instructors of the cellege
and cover sevaral years with a total of 40,000 ratings), it is difficult
to see how the optimum size of a olass could be selec.ed merely 'on the
basis of student ratings.

In the case of the influence of the sex of the pupils it might well
be expeocted that girls and boys would differ in their ratings of teachers
of certain subject matter. It is possible that a wor..n teacher better
understands the emotions and thinking of girl students while a man teacher
might deel better with boys and that these differences might vary for dif-
ferent student age groups. To & limited extent the few studies on this
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varisble appear to support these generalizations though the most out-
standing result is the lack of differences tetween ratings by the two
groups,

Inventigations in which maturity or age of students was one of the
variables studied appear to be unanimous in the conclusion that this
factor influenced ratings very little. It should be pointed out though
that }n almost every §9ae a very limited range in age of, students was
studied, Usually antinvestigation covered the range within a particular
college or high school or was cohcerned with first year students as com-
parad with advanced students regardless of age. The study by Drucker and
Remmers (105) is an exception in that it dealt with the relationship be-
tween ratings byistudents end ratings by q}umni of at least ten years!
standing, This study i# particularly relevant to the frequently raised
objection to student ratings that students are tco immature to rate their
instructors and that ‘many years later, as alumni, students will have:
different values and will evaluate their former instrhctors on & differ-
ent and presumably better basis. Pdsicive relationship of some magnitude
was found. - What differences did ocour showed that the students ranked their
instructors higher than Wid the alumni. The’difference was significant for
thres traits. It is possible that this might reflect a change in the teach-
ers, 1,8, that they became more effedtive, rather than a change in opinion
of students as they get older. There was high agreement between the stu-
dentd and alumni as to the relative importance of the ton traits on the
scales The Pearaon product-moment correlation coefficient between median
rankings of these ten traits by the 251 students and 138 alumni was .92,

:

tudent, Rat for Instructor Improvemen

There appears to bs considerable opinion that, properly used, stu-
dent rating has valuys in bdbringing about instructor improvement. For ex-
armple, Sohutte (296;, Clem (77), Flinn (116), Riley et al. (276), and
Stuit and Ebel (327), after having students rate instrucitors on one form
or another, state (generally without adequate research evidence) that stu-
dent 1ating enables instructors to evaluate their courses and teaching
performances and that students' opinions often provide a better basis for
self-study and instruotor self-improvement than do the opinions of super-
visors,

At the .end of both the flrat and second semesters Bryan (62) in 1938,
asked pupils to rate 29 junior high school teachers. He uted a 9-item, 5-
point scale, defined in descriptive phrases. Improvement reveaied by the
ratings was reported in terms of the percentage of items showing a differ-
ence between the first and second ratings. In this and subsequent articles
(63, 64, 65, 66)-he indicated that most teacters find the studenty ratings
helpful or, at least, not harmful, This expressed attitude of the teach-
ers, however, may reflect a positive bias, in that participation of the
teachers in the study was voluntary; thus, the population studied may have
been one that already believed in the heipfulness of students' ratings.
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In 1941 Ward et al, (348), using the Purdue Rating Scale for Instructors,
asked students to rate 4O practice teachers at the end of one menth of in-
struction and again at the end of tha semester. The ratings were used in
diagnosing the weaknesses of the practice teachers and as stimuli for im-
provements On the retest 39 of the 4LO teachers showed a gain in rating. Ap-
parently no use was made of a control group of practice teachers who did not
get information concerning themselves from student ratings against which
changes in the experimental group could have been compared.

Porter (257), who based his opinion on a consideration of pupil ratings
of 27 student teachers obtained in 1942, suggested that supervisors! ratings
ray be made more objective by making use of pupil ratings. Presumably
Porter intended that supervisors should utilize pupil evaluation of practice
teaching to support their own evaluation of practice teachers., Wwhether or
not supervisory estimates thereby become r.ore objective has not been estadb-
lished,

Self-Rating of Instructor Effectiveness

Few studies of self-appraisal by teachers have been reported in the
1litoraturs, Surveys of rating practices in the schools also show that
self-ratings are sparingly used,

In 1927 Roberts and Draper (279) reported results of a study of prin-
cipsls! reports obtained from 441 high schools with enrollments ranging from
5 to 4000 pupils in all sections of the United States. Of the 398 reporting
on the use of self-ratings, principals indicated that in 86 schools teach-
ers ware required to rate themselves, in 3 schools it was suggested that
they do so, and in 309 schools no such rating was required,

In 1945 Reavia and Coopar (262) surveyed 123 cities in 34 etates and
the District of Columdbia, Only one of these required a report of self-
appréisal filed for administrative evaluation.

Table 12 sumarices seven investigations. In six of these investiga-
tions, oorrelations were determined between self-ratings and certain other
neasures of effectivenese, Administrative ratings, pupil ratings, or pupil
gain show negligidble relationshipe with teachers! self-ratings. Seven of
the 10 coefficients for different schools reported by Cooke (81) were .21
or less, Even the largest, an p of .94, is not significant, having been
obtained with an N of only 25 toachers. The only coefficients signifi-
cantly different from eero (at the .01 level) are those obtained by Flory
(117) between self-ratings and ratings by friends. Unfortunately Flory
did not report the difference between means of self-ratings and ratinge
of friends; hence, he provided ro information pertinent to the questioti
as to the tendency to overrate oreself, The close agreement between se)f-
rating and principal's rating in the study by Fichandler (111) might be
explained in part by the teacher's familiarity with the principal's forzer

rating.
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The tendency for individuals to overrate theinselves is exemplified
in the study of Knight and Franzen (179) who, in 1922, asked 110 students
to rate themselves in terms of order of interests and also to rate 'ideal"
and ‘'typical’ junior studentss The correlatien coefficients obtained be-
tween self-rating and rating for the ideal was ,46 and between order of
interests for ideal and typical students was -.64s The authors conclude
that the data show & well-marked tendency for a person to overrate him-
s¢lf when he compares himself with others and that the tendency still per-
sists when the judgment is independent of comparison with others,

In only rare instances are an individualts own estimates of his com-
petencd acceptediat full value by his superiors. The educational field
appears to be no exception in this respect. On the basis of the few avail-
able studles of self-ratings of instructors as well as from self-ratinge in
general, Qhe obvious, undisguiged aself-rating scale technique would seem to
offexr little encouragement for fur:.ner investigation. It is possible, how-
ever, that thére may be some justification for further exploratory work
with more subtle: selfwrating instrunents.

Objective Observaticn_of Instructor Performance

The emphasis of presen’ day teacher-training institutions appears to
be leds upon selection of a particular kind of pérson than upon tiying to
teach hethods of performance that will insure tuccess in the classroom.
The establishment o depsrtments of inetructor training at various Air
Force bases attests to the adherence to this approach in the Air Porce,
Potential instructors are given training in methodology and provided with
the: opportunity ‘o practice the aprrived techniques under siruiated class-
room conditions. 1. keering with this emphasis upon instructor performance,
it night be expected *'at sn instivctor's uffectivertess might be evaluated
by observing wh&t the instructor actuzlly does in the clasarcom, provided
that’ the observed behavicrs are validated against other eriteria.

Investigaticns uzing observational methods to determine differences in
Pt " ‘ormanc> of eifect.ve and ineffec:gve teachers:have been few in number
ans have v.ried wideiy in 1esign. Brbwnell (59) points out this lack,
stating t*.% the use of th: technique of continuous, or a series of spaced,
ob.servitiong interded Lo d:tect changes in somd form of behavior has been
groasly neglected in the research work in this area,

Unfortirately, also, most of these studies havs Jeaned rather heavily
upo +hé tubjective judcment “of the observers. In many cases the investi-
gat » himse.l, and sometizes :n administrative official, did the observing
thoi.h 'there are a number :f studies in which specially trained indeperdent
obsevers have beer. employeds The ob.® vational methods used include
ohiei . variations of the time-sampling s:ichnique or check-1is* records of
+he ; reserice, absence, or duration of particular activities. In a very
for: c3ses photographic, phontgraphid, stgnographic reports, and frequency
ccunts have also been utiliseds Studies in which a vating scale was coe-
pleted by an individual after observing a classrota situation are not irn-
cluded in this section.
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Reliability of Objective Observation

In only a few of the studies using the coservational approach was the
question of the reliahjlity of the method considered, Too often it is
thought enough to say that the cbserver has had practice in observing, or
reliability was assumed on the basis of the fact that the observer was
supposedly an “expert! in the educational field. These assumptions are
rade particularly, of coursee, in cases where the investigator o an ad-
ministrator was the observer.

Where reliability was computed, the criterion most generally used
was agreement of independent observers determined by use of a correlation
. ccefficient or percentage of agreement on the basis of an itei~by-item
comparison of records. In a few cas2s occasion-to-occasion reliability
was computed for the same observer, In Table 13 reliability coefficients
are listed, In general, it may be said that the reliability of plarned
observational recording compares fuvorably with that of other methods. .
Anderson and Brewer (7) found that a total of fiom 300 to LOO minutes of
observation yielded e high degree of consistency in the ssmpling ¢f teach-
ers! behavior and that observers vere morse reliable in recerding domina-
tion'' than "integration."

Yalidity of Objective Observation

The most guneral criterion of validity of observation has been face
va_idity. In a few studies, hovever, diffeient methods of evaluating
the same lesscns were compared. In 1y30 lcAfee (208), who evaluated
teacher efficiency by counting the number of goud (eaching practices and
the number of poor practices as recorded by one observer on a -iajled
rating sheet, obtained a correlation cocfficient of L) between this
evaluation and supervisory ratirgs for & group of 98 teachers, Sharnon
(304), in 1936, compared three methods for measuring efficiency in teach-
ing. One of these was based on an attention score obtained by dividing
total minutes of observed pupil attention (determined by pipil's jostural
attitudes and movements) by total possible minutes of pupil attention., The
other two, which were sut)-ctive, although accomplisted by the same individ-
uals as the attention score, consisted of five-roint ratings made on a
score card containing 43 rubrics grouped under five readinge, and ranking
of the teaching performance of each teacher within tis groups The observer-
raters were 14 graduate students who had had experience in supervision, and
the teachers studied were 111 student teachers divilded into eight homo-~
geneous groups, Correlations between score-card ratings and attention
scorad ranged from 07 to .61 and detwien rankings and attention acores from
«416 to «73 while the correlations betwaen score-card ratings and ranking
ranged from «3& to 97, It appears that while pupila' attention scores
are more reliable (see Table 13) than the score-card ratings or ranking they
do not compare as closcly with the ratings or ranking as the jeiter two
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compare with each other. Since the rankings determined by the two sub-
jective measures bear higher correlations than comparisons involving
attention scores, Shannon concludes (gratuitoucly, it appears to the re-
viewers) that 'the more subjective means are the better ones of the three
included in this investigation."

In a later paper in 1942, Shannon (307) made another study of the
validity of attention scores. Two seventh and eighth grade classes com-
posed of 47 boys and 53 girls were used., Observations were maje by thrae
graduate stuaents while material was read to the class. Pupils were
later given multiple-choice tests covering the material read. Correla-
tions between attention scores and test scores were: for boys, .67; for
girls, J34; for total group, .59« The respective correlations between
test scores and intelligence were 37, .40, and .37, while attention and
intelligence correlated «14, +34, and «21s The author concluded, "As-
suming that the material read...was new to the children the evidence is
damaging to the validity of the attention measurement., That it has a
slight degree of validity is clear, but that it has enough validity to
warrant its use in judging classroom activity is worse than doubtful.

It aypears to the reviewers that Shannon was unduly pessimistic. Results
showing an attention measure which is somewhat more closely related to
student perforinance than it is to intelligence have implications justify-
ing further research. Strictly speaking, Shannon's study does not pertain
to the teaching but rather to pupil factors effecting learning, since the
teaching was the same for all pupils.

Sore Significant Observational Studies

The findings of a number of studies using the observational rethod
will be reviewed at some length because the results appear distinctly
encouraging.

One of the earlier observation studies was that of barr (16), in
1929, who set forth to observe characteristic differences in teaching
rerformance of good and poor teachers of the social studies« A group of
47 superior teachers was selected, on the basis of superintendents' and
state inspectors'! ratings, from cities with a population of 4L0CO ard
over, Similarly, L7 poor teachers were selected from cities of less than
LOOG, excluding teachers from one- and two-room rural schools. The
superior teacheirs were from the ‘'promoted' group, with better training
and more experience than the poor teachers. The poor teachers were
rated C- or below, and 50% did not return to their teaching positions
the followirg year. The median experience of the good teachers was
12,3 years, while that of the poor teachers was 3.7 years. An obvious
defect of the design of this study was the failure to hold teaching
situation constant by holding type of school constant,
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Teaching methods were studied by using a combination of subjective
and objective devices. These included: (1) an annotated stenographic re- -
port, 22) a time-chart record of one or more recitations, (3) an atten-
tion chart for ore or more recitations, (4) a time-distribution study of
the major activities of the recitation periods for one week, (5) a check-
1ist record of one recitation, (6) a comprehensive questionnaire upon the
various practices of vach teacher, (7) superintendentst! estimates of the
teacherst strengths and weaknesses, (8) the teacher's self-analysis of
her teaching.

Barr found the usual subjectively determined qualitative differences
between good and poor teachers. Strong points of superior social study
teachers included, for instance, knowledge of subject matter, good tech-
nique in asking questions, ability to stimulate interest, and socializa-
tion of class work. Elements of weakness included such items as no pro-
vision for individual differences, formal textbook teaching, no interest
in work, no daily preparation, weak discipline, and no knowledge of sub-
Ject matter. Barr mentioned 52 separate traits in listing the personal
qualities of gcod and poor teachers, including rersonal avpearance, sin-
cerity, energy and vitality, and speaking voice, Barr's results may be
sormevhat suspect since his evaluation of the qualitative differences may
have been unintentionally contaminated by foreknowledge of the identity
of the good and poor teacherss With respect to quantitative differences
he found that correlatiors tetween time distributions of varlous aspects
of class tctivities and supervisory ratings ranged from -+23 to «17. 'Re~
lationships between particular items on the time-chart record and estimates
of teaching success were 11so found to be small, Barr concludes thai it is
doubtful ‘'whether tine expended in class upon such iteiz as Lhose reported
in this study are reliable indices of teaching ability., e indicates that
within very broad limits ihere appear t¢ be no ortimum time expenditures for
class actirities and that good teachers function successfully within a wide
range of tume expenditures.

Olscn and Wilkinsor (248), in 1938, attempted to investigate teacher
personality as revealed by the amount and kind of verbal direction used in
behavioral control. They used time-sampling records of responses of 30
student teachers, 25 women ard 5 méh, to a constant group of children, 13
first grade, 13 third grade, and 13 fifth grade pupils, in a one-room
situation. Each of these grade groups was divided into two subgroups or
classes, equated as nearly as possidble for ability. tach teacher was
sbserved with each one of the subgroups at . :ast once. Ten five-minute
sumples per teacher wera obtained for each class taught« The frequency
and methods of redir:cting childrea's attention were observeds Distinc-
tion was made between language ar:l gestural responses and between positive,
dfrective verbtal responses as opposed to negative responses. A ‘'blanket
score’! was also obtained by noting each five-tinute period in which the
teacher adjpsted to the class as a whols, rather than to an individual in
controlling behavior when the attention of an individual child needed to bs
redirected, Observations were made by a critic teacher., Teacher efficlency
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was obtained for each grade, based or. independent judgments of school
principal and critic teacher together with average ratings obtained on
Leonird's Rating Sheet for Predicting Teaching Success. The coefficiert
of correlation between the two raters was .73 for the total score on the
scale. YThe correlation between rated teacher efficiency and total teach-
er responde score was -,06, between teacher efficiency and positive teach-
er response, .59, and between teacher efficiency and blanket response,
62, When correlatibns were computed between teacher responses of the
¥1ve most able teachers and pupils' scores on the Haggerty-Olson-Wickman
Behavior Rating Scale, Schedule B, (pupils were rdted by principal and
ceritic teacher) the resulting coefficient was +69. For the five least
able the goefficient was ,30. Olson and Wilkinson felt their results
irdicated that there was better distribution of*attention in terms of
pupil need dn the case of the able teachers and .a quantitative analysis
shqwed that the less able teaghers tended to avoid contact with the
rore difficult cases. Conclusjons based on eorielations involving two
N¥s of five each, howsver, cannot be taken too seriously.

Jayne (166), in 1945, compared pupil changcc with specific observable
teacher activitiess He used 28 teachers of Rostker's (282) study, and an
additional "10 teachers and 95 pupils. FPupil gain for the 28 teachers was
measured’ by computirg roeidusl gain (actnad gain minus predicted gain)
for olahseg in gocial studigqs on the,basis of eight tests, six'o( vhich
were published tlests and two composed for the particuldr course of study.
For the,1b ydditiénai teachers, gain was measured after each class had
had. a \lesson on.Alaska, by computing posttest minus pretest and recall
test minus preteSt., In this study no single, specific observable teather
act was found.whose frequency or per cent of ocourrence was ifvaridbly
signiricantly corrgqlated with pupil gain. "There ia,V Jayne etates "in
genersl, 1ittle relatienship between specific observable teacher acts
and the pupil-gain criterion." The results, however, varied greatly for
different methods of adsessing pupil gain.

Jayne noted that analyeis of the coefficients of correlation seemed
to indicate that the most significant positive correlations with pupil
gain wore those having to do with extent to which questions were based on
pupil interest and experience rather than oam assfgned text, the extent
to which *'ie teacher challenged pupile to support ideas, and amount of
spontansous jupil dis:ussion. A composite index score, called "Index
of Mesningful Discussion," based on seven items, correlated .80 with
pupil .gain based on a composite of eigit tests and .39 with pupil gafn
based on two tests constructed for the particular course for the 28
teachers froum the Rostker study; however, this score ylelded negative
cosfficionts of -.67 for igmediate recall &nd ~.68 for delayed recall
for ths 10 additional teachers. Jayre elplains this by *he 'fac’ that the
sim of 'the lessons.in the first study (Rostker's) and the sccoid wers
different. The teaching in the first study was of wider acope, while
that of the second was aimed toward recall, ‘making discussion of textbdook




material essential, Accordingly, Jayr: made up a second composite of items
relating to mere recall of assigned materials This yielded higher coeffi-
cients for the group of 10 teachers (.82 for immediate recall and .53 for
delayed recall) than it did for the 28 teachers (,19 for the composite of
eight teats and -35 for the course tusts), From this it would seem that
teaching procedures that were appropriate and effective under conditions

of the first study may have been inapprcpriate and ineffective under con-
ditions of the second study,

Anderson, Brewer, ani Reed have made a series of rather exhaustive
studies of teachers'! classroom tehavior. In the first of their studies in
1945 Anderson and Brewer (6) investigated dominative and socially inle-
grative behavior of kindergarten teachers, A total of 101 children in two
schools were observed to determine pupil reaction to the differential be-
havior of teachers. Among other results, teachers were found to use domin-
ation of individuhl children more consistently than integrative contacts;
tedchers tended to dominaty boys more often than girls; the number of
teachér-pupil contacts per hour had little relation to the numbers of
children in-'the room; for & mental hygiene point of view, there'was "bstter"

eaching in the morning than in the afternoon. It thus appears that in-
sividual children may live in vastly different psychologicdl environ-
ments in the same schoolroom.

In a subsequent monograph in 1946 Anderson and Brewer (7) discussed
results of observations of teachers! dminative and integrative contacts
in sedond, fourth, and sixth grades, The categories of teacher behavior
observed were largely descriptive and represented activitiés that made a
differenge in the behavior of the childron, Fourteen statistically sig-
nificaht differences between children in the two second grade classrooms
were found, These were reported to bejconsistent with the personality
differences of the teachers, Fupils ofﬁﬁhe nore integrative teacher
showed (sigpificantly lower frequencies bf looking up, playing with foreign
odjécts, in genera) less conferwing and nonconférming behavior, and more
spontareity, initiative, and sccial, behavior-than did those of the domin-
ative teacher, Teaohgr contacts in the sixthigrade situation were as
frequent as they were in the second and fourth grades,

In a third monograph in 1946 Andebson, Brewer, and Reed (8) report
on follow-up studies of the effects of dominative And ‘integrative con-
gceta on ¢hildren's' behavior. The dominating: teacher was, a year later,
63111 dominatihg, btut Lhe children who had passed on into the third
grade no longer showed the undesirable personality patterns formerly noted.
Two third grade teachers were aleo observed, one'{i wvhoo, had twice as many
frequericies of domination in nonflict contacts with individual children
and over four times as many such contacts hiith groups of children &3 the
other teacher, Within the validity of cerbain mental hygiens assumptions,
observations of the teachers' olassroom behavior revealsd certain strong
points and certain weak points., The authors suggest that the weak pointe
are such that they are erenadble to dorrection by instituting teacher in-
sorvice training programs. As a result of the work by Andersor 8% 4l.
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discuseed in the above references, a scale for recording dominative and inte-
grazive behaviors of te~chers has been prepared and is to be published in a

forshcoming issue of the Applied Psychology Monographs.

In 1952 Ryans (288, 269) reported two studies concerned with factor
analysis of teacher behaviors, orle of elementary women teachers (275 third
and four<h grade' and one of high school teachdrs {115 men and 134 women).
"hess investigations are part of the "Teacher Characteristic Strudy" being con-
cust«d by <he American Council on Education and the Grant Foundation. The
purposes of this broader project as outlined are "(1) to try to determine the
perscna’isy paiterns of teachers,{at elementary and secondary school levels)
and 2’ te explore the possibility of developing measures that will reflect,
and :redist, such patterns as may be found." The research is limited to the
stucy of -he rersonal qualities of the teacher on the assumption that cer-
tain miniza of intelligence and knowledge of subject matter (and perhaps
xnowledgs of techniques" of teaching) are primary requisites for teaching.
in the sari rerorted by Ryans, observers trained over a period of five weeks
recorded observations on a specially devised Classroom Observation Scale.
This scale toverad 26 behavior dimensions relating directly to teacher be~
havior end pupil behavier (presumably reflecting teacher behavior). Each
of thess dimensions of behavior was described in terms of opposite poles
and was assssseC on a four-point scale. Each elementary teacher was ob-
served by 3% least three different observers cn different occasions. Each
high scroo. teachur was observed by at least two different observers and
gometimes by three, Data were factor analyzed by the centroid method.

The fac.ors obtained for the two groups of teachers did not duplicate each
other en‘irely although thcre are points of similarity. 23yans (287) be-
lieves that <hree correlated factors may serve satisfactorily tu describe
teacher tehavior at both levels: (1) understanding, friendliness, and re-
srorsiveness on the part of the teacher; (2) systematic and responsible
teacher tehavior; and (3) the teacher's stimulating and original behavior.
The three factors show somewhat different relationships in the two sshool
situations, Fsactors 1 and 3 are most highly correlated in the elementary
school situation with Factor 2 being relatively independent. In the
se2cr.lar; soheeol situaticn Facters 2 ard 3 are nmost hirhly related with
Factor i teing relatively independent.

The work reviewed in the foregoing section constitutes a preliminary
attack which tromises to te one of the most productive in this area, Sys-
tematic otservation should prove fruitful both as a source of rationsle
hypotheses concerning the nature of teacher effectiveness hnd aa a teche
nique for testing such hyothnses. The relevant categories for observa-
tion will of course derend on the particular’situation teing investigated.
Thus, 'in Afr Force schools, for instance, the observational technique will
protably errloy categories which differ from the categories of observation
develoted for elementary and geccndary school teacher behavior. The dif-
ferentiatiuh of those tehavior. calegories which are related to instructor
effectivercss from those which are inmtaterial remains to be investigated,
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Another approach to the investigation of the effectiveness of instrue-
tors should also be explored further. It is that in which teacher factors,
situation, or method are systematically varied as was done, for example,
in studies (204, 355) of so-called authoritarian-democratic teaching. It
has heen suggested that the experimental slassroom in which factors as-
sociated with teaching can be manipulated under controlled conditions may
offer greater potentialities for achieving successiul results than do the
correlational stndies of teaching competence in situ. '

Student Change as a Measure of Instructor Effectiveness

Most educational authorities hold that the primary vesponsibility of
the instructor is to bring abouut change in the knowledge, skills, under-
standings, attitudes, appreciations, interest, and motivation.of his stu-
dents, For advocates of this point of view the”determination of instruc-
tor effectiveness is logical and straightforward, It consists of measuring
the changes that are produced in students as a result of the insiructor's
efforts.

The importance of pupil achievement as a measure of teaching ability
has long been recognizeds As early as 1921 Courtis (85) pointed out the
significance of student gains as a criterion of teaching efficiency, as well
as the importance of holding constant extraneous factors, He pointed out
that a comparison of pupils' learning curves for incidental learring with
their curves for direct instruction would provide a means of evaluating
teacher competence, In a later article (86) he cautioned that any method
of measuring teaching effectiveness must involve +he use of a '"single-variable"
measure, He held that it was neceszary to measurs the change in the rate of
growth which takes place in thestudent when the amount of gquality of teach-
ing is the only variable in which change occurs. <Courtis then defined good
or poor teaching by the periods when the actual growth curve showed marked
deviation from the theoretical growth curve. To illustrate the method, an
observed growth curve of a particular function was compared with a theoreti-
cal growth curve for the same function as defined by Gompertzts formula ex-
pressing the general law of biologic growth. The author maintained that,
while ruch research remained to be done, an exact scientific method had
been devised by which the effects of teaching might be precisely measured.

Unfortun: tely the possibility of comparing curves of "indidental learn-
ing'"' with curves of learning from "direct instruction' seems much further
away today than it did to Courtis in 1921. While there has been immense
progress in the science of measurement, this progress has brought a reali-
zation of the difficulties involved in charting intellectual growth curves,
particularly in an area as ill~defined as '"incidental learning.™

The first reported attempt to use student change »< a measure of in-
structor effectiveness apnears to have been that of Hill (155) in 1921,
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This and subsequent studies can, for purposes of discussion, be divided
into five classes, according to the kind of measure of student change
that was used or suggested: raw gain {posttest minus pretest gcores);
achievement or accomplishment quotient; miscellaneous measures; corrected
raw gain (raw gain corrected for initial intelligence, grade, or other
variable); and residual gain (actual gain minus predicted gain).

Among the inves:igators using raw gain as their criterion or as one
of their criteria are Baird and Bates (14), Barr st al. (20), Betts (33),
Bimson (34), Bowden (46), Brookover (55), Hartmann (146), and Hill (155).
Use of raw gain as a criterion is manifestly inadequates. Teaching is
only nne among mary factors operating to produce changes in students.
It is necessary, consequently, to hold constant all factors other than the
effects of the particular teaching situation being studied. Since the
early 1930%s raw gain has rarely teen used or, if used, was one of sev-
oral gain criteria.

The accomplishment g:oti « or ratio which is the ratio a pupil's
educational age or quotient, as measured by standardized achievement
tests, bears to his mental age or quotiert, as measured by standardized
intelligence tests, has been widely used as a so-called objective measure
of teaching efficicncy., Tuis ratio allegedly indicates the extent to
which a child is fworking up to his ability." Goodenough (129) points
out, however, that there are several sources of error which are likely
Lo reinforce rather than cancel each other both for individual cases and
in group data., The errors arise from lack of knowledge as to the absolute
zero point in the two measures, from unequal variability, and from failure
to allow for regression due to errors of measurement., As Goodenough (129)
says ",.sin spite of repeated demonstrations of the unsound assumption
upon which the method is based, it has proved to be one of the most per-
sistent die-hards in the history of educational psychology." The accom-
plishment or achievemen: quotient has been uued by Barr et al. (20), Coy
(88), Crabbs (89), Simmons (310), and Stephens and Lichtenstein (223).

Certain investigators have attempted to use other student measures as
criteria of instructor effectivenassss, Thus, in 1934 Davis (96) used pupil
achievement in terma of passing or failing state high school examinations;
in 1934 Frederick and Hollister (121) used numbers of honor grades and fail-
ing grades; in 1935 lancelot (192) utilized persistence in taking advanced
courses and grades received in those courses; in 1938 Beaumont (26) em-
ployed nunber and achievenment of students taking advanced courses; in 1945
Cheydleur (75) used ranking of instructors according to the ratio of class
average to group average in college French. While some differences among
instructors were found, the outcome of none of these studies appeaied to
be vary significant.’

The vdlidity of these student measures as criteria of instructor ef-
* fectiveness may.well be questioned. Whether or not a given student passes
or fails e state examination, or achieves honor or failing grades, depends
upon many factors besides his teachers The same is true of the ratio a
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class average bears to a group average, Where pupils from different schools
are compared, some means must be found for controlling such variables as
size and type of school, equipment and libriry facilities, and the like.

In all cases whe!2 groups or classes of pupils are compared, such pupil
factors as intelligence, motivation, interest, and aptitude of pupil for a
particulair subject must also be controlled, The reliability and validity of
the examinations on which the student®s grade is based must also be taken
into consideration. The number of students or their persistencs in taking
advanced courses and the grades achieved in these coursev may depend upon
the enthusiasm of the inscructor or the interest he is able to build up in
his students in the elementary courses or it may be a function of the repu-
tation or competence of instructors teaching the advanced coursess. Any
simple measure of student gains that fails to take into account the com-
plexities involved will almost inevitably produce misleading results.

While not strictly concerned with gains Seyfert and Tyndal (302}, in
1934, used a rather unique approach in attempting to evaluate differences
in teaching ability. The subjects were two general science teachers who
had previously been rated best and poorest of a group of seven teachers
by superintendent, principal, and superviscrs. Four groups of students
were used: two groups of girls matched for age ard score on the Terman
Intelligence Test and tw> mixed groups with age and scora on the Rulon
Science Test held constant. Student achievement was determined in terms
of the men.al age nec:issary in order that a student of the less able of
two teachers may achieve the same score level as a corresponding student
of a better teacher. The difference in teaching ability between the two
teachers was found to be equivalent to about thrce months of mental growth
on the part of the students.

Lancelot (191) says that mere acquisition tests are not sufficient to
determine student gains becaise of the discrepancy between acquisition of
Inmowledge on the one hand and its retention on the other., e feels that
a better and relatively sound criterion cof teaching ability consists in
the degree of retention by the students of knowledge taught. While thec-
retically this may be true, use of amount of retention as a criterion poses
the additional problem of finding same methcd for holding intervening
learning constant,.

The first studies to measure student gains by partialling out factors
other than achievement were those of Moss et al. (235) in 1929, Taylor (331)
in 1930, and Betts (32) in 1933. Moss et al. in studying the effisiency of
chemistry instructors used classes equated for intelligence and previous
training in chemistry. Taylor corrected for intial score, age, and in-
telligence. Betts, besides using a measure of zain in reading indicated
by the mean of the final scores on the Stantford Achievement Test, studied
the relationship of various teacher measures with standard deviation of
the class and measures of heterogeneity and homogeneity of achievement
which were obtained by combining pupil mean final score and standard devia-
tion by formulas. He also computed correlations with these teacher meas-
ures after partialling out factors or age, initial score, and standard
deviation., He obtained much higher correlations for his teacher measures
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(intelligence, professional information, vocabulary) when the criterion of
hetero-achievement!' was used. He points out the pitfalls of judging gain
by score alone or by heterogeneity (standard deviation) of ths group, The
latter 'can be secured by causing dull pupils to forgel some of the things
they knew initially and by inducing superior pupils to learn. If both
average achievement and heterogeneity of pupil groups are taken in combina-
tion, such an influence serves to reduce the composite scoro because a max-
imum composite can be obtained only by increasing both concurrently.®

In 1945 Bolto1 (41) used “he ratio of mean pupil achievement to its
standard deviation as a measure of teaching effectiveness. In comparing
six teachers of United States History for matched groups of vupils, he
reported that one teacher excelled, having a ratio of teaching effective-
nass mmore than four times grester than the teacher next in line, while the
ratios of the other five were close together, In interpreting Bolton's
findings one should avoid the fallacy of the tobacco company that adver-
tises cigarettes which contain "five times less acid tar," The use of
ratios based on educational or psychological test scores involves assump-
tions untrue of such scores, namely that their lower limit represents an
absolute zero point and that intervals between scores are equal. We can
never say that one person is four times as intelligent, knows twice as
much history, or is four times more effective as a teacher than some other
person. Other investigators who have used corrected raw gain included
Bimson (34), Day (98), and Georges (127).

Of the severzl methods used to measure pupil change, residual pupil
gain (i.e., the diffsrence between actual gain and predicted gain) is be-
coming more widely used as a criterion of instructor effectiveness. This
method is really a more refined example of the cerrected raw gain criterion
already discussed. Its main advantage is that a more adequate attempt is
made to hold constant student factoers other than the effect of the instruc-
tor. The chief disadvantages are its dependence upon the availability of
valid instruments for measuring student growth, the excessive time required
to obtain the necessary data, and the rather elaborate statistical assump-
tions and analysis involved., With all its difficulties, however, this
appears to be one of the best criteria of instructor effectiveness.

Several versions of residual pupil gain where gain was predicted on
the bases of such student factors as initial scores or intelligence quo-
tients have been used by Gotham (122), Jayne (166), Jones (172), LaDuke
(188), Lins (203), Remmers et al. (269), Riesch (275), Rolfe (280),
Rostker (282), and Von Haden (344). These studies will be considered on
subsequent pages.

Difficulties of the Gains Criterion

Tyler (338) and others, however, have pointed out the difficulcies
which attend the use of student gains as a criterion. In the first place,
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as was noted earlier, what is meant by gain must be adequately defined. 4An
instructor is called upon to perform many duties and to accompiish many
changes in his students that are not measurable in terms of subject-matter
achievement., Therefore, any measure or measures of student change based on
gain in subject matter alone represents only a emall area of the instructor’s
total effectiveness, Thie >bjection probably applies less or may not be
applicable at all tc the Air Force situation, uin which the instructor's

chief concern is tne teaching of course material of a technical nature.

Determination of gains attributable solely to the teacher is depend-
ent on the availability of valid instruments for measuring such growth,
If more than Just subject-matter learning is to be used, mecre use of
achisvement test data is manifestly inadequate.

As a practical solution most studies measure student gain on the
basis of subject matter learned on the assumption that it is, if not the
total gain, at least probably representative of the major part of the
teacther’s jobs Even assuming that the type of gain that is to be measured
is known, there are still difficulties in obtaining a valid measure, If
gains of classes under different schools are compared, use of standardized
achievemert tests may only reflect the differences in the teaching program
in use in the different schools and not the ability of the different teach-
ars, In this connection, tests designed to measure the learning achieved
in a given course of study are probably more adequate than the more general
standardized achievement tests. The nature of the subject matter selected
may also make a difference. A gain in spelling may be a less complex meas-
ure than a gain in arithmetic. Judging the effectiveness of a teacher who
is teaching several subjects, such as is usual in the elementary grades,
on the basis of the gain of his students in a single subject field is ob-
viously inadequate,

As another dirficulty, &én instructor whose students obtained high
initial scores might show up poorly under a gains measure even if correc-
tion were made for the high scores. This is because of the limited gain
possible in the case of high original scores and the increased improbabil-
ity of making « given gain as the initial score vecomes higher. Evary test
has a ceiling, a maximum or perfect score beyond which no one can gc. If
a student?s score is near the top on the initial test he cannot gain as
much as the person whose score falls near the bottoms This difficulty
can be overcome if regression equations are used to obtain predicted final
scores and if the tests used have high enough ceilings. Analysis of
covariance may also counteract this difficulty.

The gain of a student with a high initial score for his grade group
is also limited to some extent by the general teaching situation. In most
schools for each subject and each grade there is a definite rahge of diffi-
culty of material to be taught. This in effect irposes a test ceiling for
that particular grade in tsrms of the subject concent considered to fall
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within its range. For this reason 2 student who has already made inroads
into the subject-matier content for his grade will appear to be making less
progress than a student of lower initizl achievement,

Reliability of Student Gain

In Table 14 appear reliability coefficients of measures of pupil
gain as reported by irive investigators. It will be noted that, as com-
pared with conmonly reported test reliabilities, most of the coefficients
appear to be rather low. Taylor (331) explained the reliability coeffi-
cient of .26 for reading progress in terms of the slight numerical changes
in scores that took place. Rolfe (280) reported a reliability coefficient
of «82 for the initial composite of tihree Hill tests and a coefficient of
+78 for the final Hill composite, yet the reliability of ths change was
only «19. In general, reliabilities for gain tended to be lower than
those reported for either initial or final scores. Rostker (282) sug-
gested that this may have been due to the fact that the gain reliability
coefficients contain errors of measurement derived from both the initial
and final applications of the tests useds In addition, “he reliability
of a gains measure is dependent not only on vhe reliability of initial and
final measures hut 3lso on the correlation between thems The higher the
correlation of these variables the lower the relizbility of the gains
measure,

In general, the statistical computations involved in the estimation of
the reliability of student gains are equivalent to those involved in esti-
mating the reliability of differences beiween test scores, Methods are
discussed and relevant formulas are given, for example, in Lindquist (202).

Interpretation of a reliability coefficient rests on the assumption
that it has been obtained as the result of correlating comparable measures
of the same thing and that the variable errors are uncorrelated with them-
selves and with the true scores. If errors are correlated, it follows that
the obtained reliability coefficient will be spuricusly high. In this
connection it should bse noted that all the correlations reported in Table 14
are split-half., These coefficients show the uniformity of the effect of the
instructor within a single class:. They do hot give any information as to the
consistency of instructor effectiveness in different nlasséds. Coefficients
of reliability obtained by the split-half method will be increased by any
noninstructor variables that atfect a whole class, while class-to-class
correlations wovld be decreased by such influences.

An investigator may be interested in the effect of the instructor upon
a class as a whole or upon certain types of students within a class. Since
most research in this area:hasibeen concerned with the effectiveness. of the
instructor with respect to a class, measures used. in determining pupil gain
have usually consisted of means for groups cf student3. 7The reliability of
average measures of pupil gain based on 2 group of pupils may differ from
reiiability of gain determined for individual pupils,
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Correlation of Student Gain with Other Measures of Instructor Effeotivensss

Invesvigations in which attempts have been mads to relate measures of
student gain to other presumed measures of instructor eftectiveness have
been summarized in Table 15, Reported coefficierts range from -.61 to .81,
In more than half of these studies one or more negativs correlation coeffi-
cient.s were obtained, This extreme variability may mean that measures
used were inadequate or that the gains criterion is depenaent on factors
other than the teacher such as subject matter taught or pupils® academic
level. On tha cther hand, in view of the statistical pitfalls awaiting an
unwary user of the student gains criterion, certain of the studies which
show low or negative relationships may merely be reflecting inadequate
research design, ’

In five of these studies, Sinmons (310), Bimson (34), Brookover (55),
Von Haden (344}, Temmers ef al, (269), correlation coefficients were not
computed, were not significant, or were not avaiiable to the reviewers.
Bimsor. consistently found that pupils of teachers rated above the median
made higher gaing than puplls of lower rated teachers, but that greater
progress was made by pupils of lowest intelligence. It should be pointed
out that Bimason (3&% determined a progress quotient by dividing the dif-
forence between pretest and poushtest scores by I.Qs This procsdure appears
highly questicnable since it penalizes the brighter students who tend to
make high initial scores. Due to test ceiling the possible gains of thése
students are less than possible gains of duller students., This in turn
favors the instructor whose efforvs are directed toward the students of
Jow I.Qs The 'little relationship" reported in Table 15 for Jaynets study
(166) is based on the fact that Jayne found significant only 20 or about
six per cent of 336 correlstions between frequency scores of observable
instructor activity and pupil gains. In the report reviewed, Brcokover
(55) failed to include statistical analyses which were evidently made in
the original doctoral dissertation from which the article was drawn. The
negative association which Brookover found between mean gains in pupils?
history information and the pleasurable personal-relationship which the
teacher has with his pupils is what might be expected. The instructor
who spends his time being a 'good fellow!! with the students probably to
some extent neglects to impart subject matter information.

As one examines the results of correlational studies such as sane
of those summarized in Table 15, one wonders what thinking lay behind the
investigations. Some of the variables intercorrelated are so unreasonable
and arbitrary that one suspects they were computed simply becauss data on
certain variables were available or could bs readily obtained, In some
instances, certainly, there exist no psychological nor educational grounds
on which relationship between student, gain and some of the variables used
might reasonably be expected to exist, Computation of such correlations
wers obviously largely a waste of time and their reporting makes no contribu-
tion to our understanding of the relationship of stulent gains to rated
effectiveness of instructors,
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The preat .lscreypnncies in the findings of investigalors wac L ¥
amined the student galns eriterion eiphasize the extrems variabilivy in re-
lationship among criteria used to indicate instructor ability. Apparzsntly,
at ieast within the limits cf the measures so far used, the relationchip
between administrative opinion of a teacher's competence and the amount of
subject matter that teacher will impart to her students cannot be predicted.
While there may be no single measure that correlates consistenily with
measures of student change, it appears, as Jayne (166) has poivted out,
that a composite index may be found which has high correlati.. with the
student gains criterion.

THE PREDICTORS-~TRAITS AND QUALITIES ASSUMED TO BE HELATED
TO INSTRUCTOR EFFECTIVENESS

As might bhe expected many research investigations nave been concerned
with measuring or assaying thcse abilities, traits, qualities, and person-
ality characteristics which are assumed to contribule to success in teach-
ing. Assumptions are usually implicit also that the effect of a trait
tends to be constant, that potential instructors can be select>d on the
basis of these traits, and that effective and ineffective instructors can
te differentiated in terms of patterns of traits. Traits related to
failure huave also veen investigated and ave swumarized in a later section.

Among the traits and gualities of teachers that have bzcn investigated,
studies most frequently hawve been concerned with the following churacteris-
ticus: intelligence, scholastic achievement (academic level raached or
grades obtained), knowledge of subject matter, age and experience, cultural
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background, tcaiching ability, teaching aptitude, professional attitude toward
and interest in teaching, emoticnal stability and social adjustment, and per-
sonality. Attempts have been made to evalu.ie and relate a teacher's per-
sonality in general to teaching success and also to indicate the relation-
ship to teaching ability of such allegedly specific persorality traits as
aggressivene:s and control, appearance, considerateness, cooperativeness,
enthusiasm, motivation, objsctivity, and reliability. Some factor analysis
stu.iies have al-o been made (12, 70, 142, 149, 189, 220, 277, 285, 288, 289,
295, 314) in order to determine to what extent various factors contribute

to teaching ~ffectiveness.

In the following pages tha available quantitative studies relative to
these traits and qualities will be swmmarized. In considering the various
correlation coefficients reported it should be remembered that their mean-
i1gfulness may be limited by the use of unvalidated crlteria such as ratings,
and their magnitudes may be limited by unreliabilities of the eritarion as

well as of the predi: 'Ss pooR ORIGINAL COPY - 3Es!
AVAILABLE AT TIME FILMED

Intelligence as Related to Insiructor Effectiveness

It ~ould appear at first glance that of the desirable teacher charac-
teristics one «f the most imporiant should be intellectual brightness.
That there might be a relationship between ieaching ability and intelli-
gence vwas realized even before the Stanford revision of the Binet-Simon
Intelligence Test popularized the I.c. and the Arny Alpha provided an
easily accessible measures This implicit hypothesis that teaching effec-
tiveness and intelligence are related is reflected in the correlations
between ratings ot these two teacher variables; such correlavions may be
high because of halo effect, or morc accurately, because of the logical
error of assuming that intelligence and teacher merit are related.

In 1912 for instance, Boyce (48), basing his findings on tha rankingr
of 325 secondary school teachers %y 27 administrators, reported a correla-
tion coefficient of +71 between ranking on general merit and ranked esti-
mate of intellectual capacity. As late as 1929 Baird and Bates (1) se-
cured subjective ratings of intelligence of L44 elementary schoo. teachers
made by their principuls with a five-point scale. When general merit
ratings were corrclated with estimates of xeneral irtelligence a correla..
tion coefficient of +58 was obtained. The corresponding coefficient for
social intelligence was +57. When these coefficlents are compared with
those obtained by using more objective measures of intealligence (see
Table 17), the presence of the ha)o effect in these estimates of intel-
iigence becomes npparent.

Intelligence Test Scores as helated to Instructor Effectiveness

In 55 of the availalle studies which have appeared in the last 25
years, attenmpts have been made to relate odbjective measures of intelli-
gence of the teacher to various measures or estimates of teaching
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offectiveness. Intelligence test scores have been correlated with practice
teaching ratings or grades, variosus administrative ratings, student ratings,
and pupil gains. In the studies mentioned, 17 different intelligsnce exami-
nations (in some cases two or more) were employeds The American Council

on Education Psychological Examination was used in 12 studies and the Army
Alpha in7 studies.

In 15 studies (12, 29, 52, 58, 37, 119, 125, 172, 203, 208, 247, 26,
275, 280, 323) negative correlations were revorted, th ilargest being those
of Riesch {275) r = =434, Jones (172) r = -426 and Stephens ana Lichtenstein
(323) r = -424. A1l three of these coefficients were obtained when intelli-
gence of the teacher wes -correlated with student gains. fn. 16 investiga-
tions (20, 32, 39, 56, 57, 79, 119, 133, 171, 172, 184, 185, 188, 25¢, 282,
320) positive correlations with r = .30 or more ara reported between teach-
ers! intelligence test scores and various 2riteria of teacher effectiveness.
The highest rélationship, & correlation coefficient of 57 with student
gains, was reported by Rostker (282) for a group of 28 teachers., (LuDuke in
Reference 188 mentioned a coefficient of .61 in the conclusion of his study,
but no zero-order coefficient of this magnitude appears elsewhere in his
report, Between a composite measure of student gains and teacher intelli-
gence he found a coefficient of «43.) Amony the 55 avhilable studies in
which correlations are reported between intelligence scores and various
eriteria of teacher effectiveness, the number of subjects is often so small--
in one instance, in part of Jones! (172) study, as few as six--that the
correlation coefficients reported have 1little meaning.

In Table 16 are shown correlation coefficients obtained between scores
_ on the American Council of Education’Psychological Examinatinn and several
criteria of instructor effectiveness, It will'be observed that the corre-
lation coefficients reported vary.from -.26 to .57« This would appear to
indicate that whether or not intelligerice is an important variablé in the
success of the teacher depends upon the situation.

In Table 17 appear the 24 studies (8 hive 2 entrles) in which find-
ings are given for 90 or more teachens. Tha first 18 entries are con-
cerned with student-teachet groupd. With the exception of the ﬁ&le_(261),
Breckinridge (52), and Fuller (12;),inve$tigations most of the stydies
report a low positive correlation between dntelligence and practice
teaching grade or rating. The last 14 entries relatd bto groups of teachers
in the regular school situation. Bxcept for Somers (320), Kriner (185),
and Gould (133), these latter investigations appear to show that there is
only 1 slight relationship between the intelligence and rated success of
a teacher,

IL was noted earlier that student grade or achievement is scmetimes
‘negatively related to the rating of teachers by students and somotimes
positively, because some teachers may be botter for bright students bnd
others for dull students. Similarly, the relationship of instructor in-
telligence to instructor competence may be positive, nega*ive, or non-
existent depending upon motivation'and ability of students, subject matter,
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clasaroom conditions, and other factors. In correlating instructor in-
telligence with effectiveness, the assumption is implicit that the effect
of intelligence is constant regardless of time, type of student, rature
of subject matter, educational objectives, classroom climute, and the
like. The variety of relationships found by investigators in this area
provides strong support for questioning this assumption. In somo cases
too much intelligence on the part of the teacher may constitute somewhat
of a handicap. This is understandable when one considers the possibility
that some teachers may not be able to ''get down" to the level of the
student, In & technical school situation this might very well be the
case, especially where civilians having considerable technical or academis
training are employed.

Considering the more or less restricted range into which the in.
telligence of a public school teacher ray be expected to fall (intelli-
gence quotienys with a range of 103 to_126 and an average of 114 a8 re-
ported in findings with the Army Alphal); for all practical purposes this
variable is of 1little value as & single predictor of rated teacher success,
inasmuch as it would be used with a population already selected on the
basis of intelligence,

Although no particular relationship 4s saown between intc .ligence of
teachers in general and teaching ocompetence, it is possible that in the
case of teachers of more advanced subjeot matter a eignificant relaticne
ship might be founds The investigations of Knight (178), Jonee (171},
Bosrdman (39), Ullman (339, 340), and Jones (172) who worked with high
sohool. teachers might bs expeoted to throw some 1ight on the poesibility.
With the exception of the correlation reported by Jones (172) who obtained
a coeffioient of =,26 when he correlated intelliyence of 19 high school
teavhers with student gaine, correlations ranged from (10 1. .45, the
latter coeffiocient being obtained by Knight (178), appaventl, +ith less
than 38 subjeots. It is eeen that these correlation coefficients tend
w0 be somewhat higher and somewhat less variably than those raported for
elemontary teachers,

In 1927 Pyle (260) pointed out ", . + we find that intelligence as
determined by various types of psychological experiments is a just-barely-
perceptible factor in teaching success." The studies involving groups of
teachere of 90 or more which were euwrmarized in Table 17 have largely sup-
ported this generaliration to the extent that low positive correlations have
usually been reported. Of L2 produst-moment correlation coefficients be-
tween some measure of intelligenve of the teacher and some criterion of
teaching succeas, 37 wers positive and ranged frca zéro to 48 while only
5 were negative, the largsst of these latter being =.08,

Intelligence test scores are probadbly of little value as irdicators
of sucodss o} failure with respect to teachers of the lowor scademic
grades, This is probably due to the narrow range of acores involved, the

lArny Alpha ecores rangs from 97 to 148 with an avarags score of 122,
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teachers from vhom intelligence test scores have been obtained for research
purposes constituting a highly selected sample of the total population. In
some teaching situations the intelligence factor, however, may make some
contiribucion when used with measures of other instructeor variables as a
predictive device. If one considers the mean scores of instructors teach-
ing very diverse subject matter {(e.g., calculus vs. trade school) signifi-
cant differences in intel)ligence between instructor groups may appear. An
intelligence tests score below the minimum found for an instractor of cer-
tain subject matter might well predict lack of success in teaching, for
instance in the more complex levels of such a field as mathematics.

In the Air Force technical schocols there is some indication that in-
telligence may be somewhat more impoirtant as an instructor variadble. Morsh
and Swanson (232) raported a correlation coefficient of A6 (signifi-
cantly different from zero at the .0l level) between Army General Classi-
fication Test ccores and supervisors! ratings of 38 instructors of recip-
rocating engine courses on the Instructor Deseription Form (154).

The restriction of range of intelligernce which may have kept the
correlation coefficients low when obtained with elementary or high schoel
tcachers may not occur in the instructor porulation of the Air Force
where the range of inteiligence ray be much gceeater than that of civilian
teachers. It may be expected, however, that intelligence wi)l bear a
differing relationship to teaching success, depending upon the complexity
of the ccurse naterial and the level of student aptitude and experience
compared with that of the instructor. Consequently, great care must be
taken in generalizing from one course to another. The correlation of in-
structor intelljgence with the criterion of student gaine might well be
quite differert for bigh level courses, such as the weather courses, in
which the students are highly selected, as compared with a course such as
sheet metal,

Education as Related to Instructor Effectiveness

From 1905 to 1951 somo 25 studies were made of the relation of amount
or kind of education of a teacher to success in the classrooms In ¢ of
thess studies statistical relationships between some criterion of instructor
efficiency and amount of education were determined. These investigations
have been summarieed in Table 18,

Results of these studies are difficult to interprets In the great
ma jority of the investigations, the range of education is given but the
variability in the amount of education for the teachers studied is not
indicated. As in the case of intelligence the restriction of range in
the amount of education tends to lower the obtained correlation. Also
the criterior used in most of these studies is highly suspect and any
relationship fourd may primarily reflect contaminaticm in the eriterion,
The two higrest correlations were one of .42 found by Fnight (178) and one
of 41 reported by Davis and French (97). 1In the Knight study the education
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measure was that of amount of in-service training taken and the relationship
may only reflect the extent to which raters look with high favor on such
training. Davis and French compared official ratings reported to a state
educational department with amount of professional trairing. Here again
the raters were probably aware of the amount of training each teacher had,
and such kuowledge may well have influenced their ratings.

Another source of error in studies comparing amount of edu :atien
with teaching efficiency is that uften the factors of age and years of
teaching are not held constant, Fregusntly the teachers with the "poorer®
educational background as defined in the different studies belong to the
group of older teachers so that factors other than amount of education
may be operating to result in their getiing a iower rating.

Some of the studies reported are too old to have much significance
for present day education. The variables, eiementary teaching and col~-
lege  education for instance, have changed redically since 1905, The
studies are of some historical interest, hosever, and may also be used
to see if any changes have occurred., It in interasting to note that in
1905 Meriam (225) said, "Professional work in Normal Schools does not
contributs as much as one would expect, t'iough Normal School graduates
do better than teachers in city training schools, and these in turn
better than teachers with no professional education. Then in 1938 Allen
(2) in a study of 60 superior and 60 inverior teachers makes the following
similar statement, "After a relatively high minimal background has been
reached in such items as are normally stressed in substantial teacher=-
training pregrams, further addition to these backgrounds are not necessarily
the things which differentiate superior from inferior teachers.

In 1944 Daniel (91) reported a study in which educational levels of
teachers rated "excellent!! were compared with the percentage of all teach-
ers of their ttate having the same educational level, He askedi a large
sampling of superintendunte, supervisors, principals, teachers, pupils,
and patrens of schools in South Carolina to indicate their '"bvest" teacheras.
In Table 19 is shown the percentage of 'best!' teachers as indicated by
pupils and patrons (parents) for the various educational levels and per-
centages of the teacher population for the state as a whole. Unfortunately,
these data do not necessarily show that teachers with tetter education ars
really better teachers, They may have been rated i'best! because of their
education,

In 1951 Ryans (286) found no significant differences when 275 elementary
teachers were divided into groups based on amount of college training., The
criterjon of teaching effectiveness was factor scores obtained when ccmposite
observer rating was factor analyzed by the centroid method, The contingency
coefficient based on 191 cases was .1l

Considered as a group the investigations of semester hours or years of

education as related to instructor efficiency have shoim that any relationship
that ray exist is slight. Results of these studies suggest that further
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Table 19

Educational Qualifications of '"Best,' white, High School Teachers®

South Carolina

"Best! teachers - teachers

_Educatjicnal Level aC % Z
High school graduvatien or Jess 1 0e5 0.5
2 years of college 2 0.9 0.3
3 years of college 3 1.5 0.9
Bachelor®s degree L5 21.8 61.5
Bachelor's degree plua 98 L47.6 24 o4y
Master's degree 20 9.7 10,2
Master's degree plus 37 16,0 2,0

r—

8Taken from a study by Daniel (91).

—a——

search along lines followed here for factors which dirferentiate the effec~
tive from the ineff:ctive teacher »43% probably not be too rewarding,

Such variables as ‘'years of education' or ''semester hours® lack mean-
ing unless psychological or educational changes induced in individuals
undergoing training can be measured. vhether or not a teacher has had a
course in education’l psychology has little significance because of the
variation in such courses from college to coilege and even from instructor
to instructar within a given college. e learn from these studies, what
we might have suspected from the beginning, that the amounts of education
or semester hours are meaningless variables in relation to measures of
teacher effectiveness. Progress in research in this area can be nade
only when more specific and detailed measuras of the effects of training
are developed as variables and substituted for the gross indicaticias of
educational achievement used heretofore. More meaningful variables might
be provided, for example, by using direct measures of the outcomes to be
expected from given amounts of training of a specific kind such as might
be associated with child psychology, psychology of learring, or other
subject matter courses,

On the basis of what has been reported to date, however, it can only
be said that beyond certain rore or less obvious knowledge requirerents,
greater or lesser education of the teacher in terms of courses or semester
hours seems to be unimportant. 'here any substantial relationship has
been shown, the possibility of contamination of data has not been eliminated
since a school adrinistrator's rating of a teacher may te influenced by
what he knows about that teacher's training. Trere is some siggestion
from the text of a nunter of articles that the prirmary wotivation for

69




research lay in the educatorts enthusiasm for some particular course

or combination of courses in his institution. It is thus perhaps in-
evitable that some of the results received somewhat less critical inter-
pretation here than they deserved.

Scholarship as Related to Instructor Effectiveness

In the search for variables which might be usdd as bases for the pre-
diction of teaching effectivenegs, one of the most obvious indicator. in
terms of accessibility and objectivity would appear to be that of previous
scholarship. The hypothesis is rather widely held thdt the individual
who is himself a good student of mathematics, for instance, can impart his
mathematical information to others. In line with this assunption,:in Air
Force technical schools instructbrssare frequsntly selected on the basis
of grades they obtained in particular subject matter courses. Another
school of thought maintains that knowledge of subject matter is not as
importart as knowledge of teaching methodology, thus assuming that the
student teacher who excels in practice teaching or in courses in®*methods
will automatically become a good téacher.

In the attempt to relate scholarship to tesching competence two types of
studies have been made. The first of these involves the investigatiion of
academic grades received by student teachers as they are related to stand-
ing -th practice téaching, The sérond type concerns the competence of teach-
ers in the school situation as related to their earlier scholarshiv in terms
of grades received in school-or college, including geperal scholarship,
stending in academic major, professional education and methods courses, with
particular emphasis on grades in practice teaching.

The usual measure of scholarship is expressed in verms of grade-point
average or grade-point ratio, which is grade weighied by the nufber of
hours or units credit in the.course. In Tables 20 and 22.variouns designa-
tions used by investigators (general scholarship, marks, average grades,
honor point ratio, academic average, etc.) have all been interpreted by
the reviewers as the college scholarship variable.

Practice Teaching Grades versus Scholarship

Many attempts have bLeen made to relate practice teaching grades tvo
scholarship in an effort to obtain somd basis for forecasting success in
practice teachings, By irplication, a goodistanding in practice teaching
would indicate probadble success later in the school situation itself.

Of some 31 studies of teachers in training available to the reviewers,
23 report correlations obtained between gome measure of average college
grades and grades or ratings in practice teaching,‘16 1r3port correlations
between standing in specifit college courses and practice teaching, and
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9 report correlations found between high school scholarship and practice
teaching: The results of these studies are summarized in Table 20. It
will be noted that tne correlst.ion coefficients shown are all positive, and
in several instances where comparativély large groups are involved they are
quite substantial. There i&.greatsr variability in ths case of the coeffi-
ocients found when grades in spsvific courses are compared with practice
teaching than when the average for all college courses is so compared. This
variability probably has little meaning due to differencet in sizes of
groups used and in methods of.obtaining the original data.

The implication is quito clear, however, that grades a student will
obtain in a practice teaching course may to some extent be predicted by
the grades that student obtdined in college. Unfortunately, there is no
indicaticn in the studies reviewed that steps were takeh to keep the
measures of practice teaching.experiméntally indeperdent and uncortaminated.,
In other words, pérsons assigning practice teaching grades were apparently
not kept unaware of the grades oltained by the students.in 'other college
courses. This moans that the pesitive correlations in Table 79 may be
attributable in part to tho operation of logical error or halo effects The
instructor who gradss hig studunt on practice teaching may give higher
grades to the student had knows to have received higher grades in his pre-
vious college works Cn the other hand, in the light of the positiva co-.
efficierts found regardless of the course or, coursss correlated with prac-
tice teaching general scholarship may be the determining factor. It is
probablé, too, that both pe*formance in practice teaching and general
gcholarship are related tq intelligence level: The impdrtance of this
relationship deponds, however, on the extent: to which practice teaching
grades pradict later success aa a teacher. The,.research on this gquestion
ie reviewed in the next seation.

With the exception of one study, Scaers! (320), the coefficients re-
ported for high school stahding, thqugh pusitive, are rather low: From
this'it would appear that while sbme positive relaticaship is found for
groups,. 1ittle predictidn of eucceds in practice teaching may be made on
the basis of an individual's scholastic record in high school: Althougk
again the investigators do not state whether or not the persons assigning
the practice teaching 'grades were kept unawaro of the student's high
school standing, the probabilities are tnat . halo effect was not prevent to
any great extent here. It is doubtful if, in most college situations,
college instructors are awaites of their atqgsnts' high school grades, How-
6ver, it is also true that Lthere is very little variability in the high
school grades. of cbllegd students, since the bettsr students tenrd to go
on to collegas This latter factor would operate to lower the. dorrelation
coefficients obtained.

Scholarship versus Teaching Success in the Fiqld

The second breoad approach in relating stholarship to teaching ability
is that of cosidering high school 4r college reco~ds of teachers who are

n
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now on tha job. Some 4% such research studies have been examined, The re-
sults of these investigations are discussed in the following pages under
two headings: (1) Practice Teaching Grades versus Teaching Success in the
Field and (2) Other Academic Grades versus Teaching Success in the Field.
The latter section includes general college average; grades in major sub-
ject, education courses and other specific college courses; and high school:
grades or rank.

Practice Teaching Grades versus Teaching Success in nha Field

Tn 31 available studies practice teaching grades or rdatings were com-
vared with spme criterion of on-the-job teaching success. In 29 of these
summarized in Table 21, the correlation coefficients ranged from -.17 to
.84, The ,8, coefficient was obtaircd by Tudhope (336) in a study of 50
male teachers in England. This investigator's data probably reflect con-
tamination due to the rating of teachers 'in service by the same official
inspectors who participated in assigning practice teaching grades.

As indicated in Table 21 with two exceptions, Broom and Ault (58)
and Jones (172), all of the available studies reported a positive rela-
tionship between practice teaching grades and criteria of success in the
field. Movst of the correlation coefficients are low, however, only six
being 40 or better.

Upon examination of Table 21, it will be noted that many of the in-
vestigators used a teacher population of under two years' experience. It
might be expected that if ‘grade in practice teaching was predictive of
later success in teaching, a larger correlation would be found in those
studies with the less experienced teachers. Presumably after about two
years of experience, a selective factor has entered the picture, the
failures and.teachers who have not adjusted to the teaching situatioh
having been eliminated. This hypothesis does not stand 'up-under the re-
sults as presented in Table 21, however, as many of 'the studies with in-
experienced teachers report extremely low correlations. In fact, those
correlations reported in studies whose '‘population included the more ex-
perienced teachers are equally as high as many reported in studies with
inexperienced teachers. These results might be partially explained by
the inadequacy of the criteria used. 1In the great majority of these
studies some form of administrative rating was employed. Since there
appears to be a definite tendence of administrators to withhold high
ratings from beginning teachers tHeir ratings may be forted toward the
lower end of the scale, thus curtailing the range of the sample studied.
in only one of'the studigs, Seagoe (298), were the teachers ranked rather
than rated. Seagoe obtained.a correlation coefficient of .49 using the
criterion of teachers ranked within their own faculty, tfe-ranks being
converted to percentile scores for analysis. In two of the studies of in-
experienced teachers less fallible criteriia were used. Coxe and Cornell
(87) reported a rorrelation coefficient of .28 (N = 112) for trained-ob-
server rating while Lins (203) obtained a coefficient of .25 (N = 58) for
observer rating and a coefficient.of ,21 (N = 17) for pupil gain when these
measures were correlated with grades in practice teachirg.
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Table 21

Relation of Prastice Teaching Orades <r Rat(lss to Teacnins Effectivensas in the Fleld

Invest igator Tescher sample agu estivens Correlstion  _
Marsan (1908) 1185 slementsry Norzal school principsl NYN
b inution
Yoody (1918) 107 men Sslery 25
527 wemen Salary 1
Wnitney (1922) 78 with 1 sex. oxporience Supsrvisor rating o2
Soners (1923) 110 with 1 yr. sxperience Principsl rating 70

——— e

aifferent raters, sade
ecale)

" fHearin (1927) 108 with 1 yr. experisnce Supervisor ratings 06 (1ot eritic teacher
«23 (204 critic teacher;
Aroantrout (1928) 200 with 1 yrs exparience Superintendent rating 29,
Superintandent rating 40
Pyle (1928) 99 vith 2 yr. expariesce Aeinistrator rating .15
Shults (1928) 58 with 2 yr. expsrience Superintendsat rating J2
Wrgenhoret (1930) 191 with 1 yr. experisnce Supsrintedfont rating 2
Kehfes (1930) 98 slementary Supervisor rating Wd¢
112 elemantary Llasarcon observar o2t
Vliran {3930} 118 high s:hool, ! sese Aversge prineipal & 36
axperiance superintendert rating
Bosaing (1531) 100 high schadl Adainistritor rating 49
Broom (1932) 218 Adasristrator rating .26
Broom & Ault (1932) 38 to 63 with 1 gr. Ratings sent Department 02 to 30
axperience Rducation
29 to 18 with ) yr. Ratings eant College =17 to .10
axperience Flscexent
Coxe k Cornell (19‘}) 500 (approx.) elementary, Aainistrator rating .13
1 yr. experiencs
400 (approx.) elementsry, Aministrator rating 21
2 yre. experience
112 slexentary, 2 yr. eapori- Compasite observer ratirg 28
ence
xriner (193%) $5 with 1 yr. exparience Adeinistrator rating 39
Rardssty {1933) 23 Superintenient rating o7
Odenveller (1936} 560 elesentary Supervitor rating .29
Kriner (1937) 42 (4=yr, courss) 1 pr. Adminiatrator rating &0
sxparisnce
9% (2.yr. course) 1 yr. Adpinistrator retirg o34
exparience
Saniford, et 1. (1937} 22 Composite 7 tnspectors o35
Stawart {1940) Rursl {nunber not re- Superintendent rating 2
ported)
Tudhepe {1942) 9 \ldv.h 3 yro experience Inspector rating .8
slus
yartin (1944) 123 with 3 yr. experience Superintendent rating J18
Seagos (1946) 25 elementary, 2 yr. Supervisor ranking {per- &9
exparience centile)
Jones (1948) 52 high schood Supervisor rating -0
32 bigh school Pupil gain »13
tine (1946} 58 high school women, 1 Composite rating (5 o25
yT« exparience obeerver)
50 high school women, 1 Student rating 06
yr. experience
17 high schocl women, 1 Pupil galn 2
hre experience
Gould (1947} 113 with 1 yr. experisnce Principal rating .6*
Stephens & Lfchienttein (1947) €5 elementary Pupil gain 01
Semaris (1950) 18 vith 2 yr. axperience Supervisor retlng .06
Bach (1952) 73 Mgh school, 1 sem. Principal rating {2 dif- .06 and .20
experience ferent scales
Superintesdert rating (2 18 and ,12

. Cosfficienmt of mean square contingency.
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As part of a study concerned with the relation of practice teaching
success to other measures of teaching ability, Bach (12) in 1952, sought
an answer to the question, "Is there any agreement in the factor patterns
of critic teacher and principal ratings?" A device consisting of 13 items
arranged on a five~point scale was used. Ratings were made by the critic
teacher while the student was engaged in practice teaching. After four
months in an actual teaching situation, ratings were again made by the
beginning teacher's principal. As a reault of factor analysis four fac-
tors were found for each of these ratings as follows: For practice
teaching rating-~pupil response, technical competence, relations with
others, and personal appeal;- for beginning teacher rating--technical com-
petence, cooperative attitude, initiative, and personal appeals In con-
clusion Bach states:

here is considerable agreement between two of the four common
factors found in the analyses of the practice teaching and beginning
teacher ratings, but there are nonetheless important differences.
These two factors are interpreted as Technical Competence and Per-
sonal Appeal. The correlations between thesce two factors were «27
fer the practice teaching rating and -.02 for the beginning teacher
rating. High positive relationships are also found between three
pairs of factors in the practice teaching analysis but only one large
positive and three small negative relationships are found between the
factors in.the beginning teacher analysis. The above differences lead
to the conclusion that in s ite of the similarity of name in the two
factors common to each analysis, critic teachers and principals are
emphasizing different characteristics or abilities in the people they
train and hire, or else they place different values upon and seek dif-
ferent combinations of the same abilities™ (12).

From the results reported in this section, one.could anticipate that
research with Air Force personnel might show some relationships between
standing in instructor training courses and subsequent performance as an
instructor., If such correlations were shown for Air Force technical train-
ing school instructors, however, the information would become available
too late to have much. practical predictive application for the instructor
sample used.but might have implications. for future instructor samples.

Other Academic Grades versus Teaching Success in the Field

In 35 available studies correlations are reported which are based on
scholarship or grades received by teachers while students as compared with
various-criteria of the effectiveness of teachers in service, These in-
vestigations have been summarized in Table 22,

With respect to general college average the correlation coefficients,
with the excention of 4 studies, Meriam (225), Coxe and Cornell (87),
Jones (172) and Bach (12;, are all positive but range from zero (Broom
and Ault in Reference 58) to .73 (Somers, Reference 320), For the most
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Reletion of Scholarship to Tesching Xffectiveness in the Field
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Coxe & Cornsll (1933)

Peterson, gt ad. (1934)
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part the coefficients tend to be low. In only ¢ studies were they as great
as 40 or above, and even within some of these studies great variation is
shown in the size of coefficients obtained, e.g., Knight (178), Jones (171),
McAfee (208), Peterson et al. (254), Lins (203), While the over-all results
are not such as to permit any very confident -interpretations, it would ap-
pear that some relationship existse. 1t may be suspected that the common
relationship of general intelligence to both academic and teaching succass
is involved,

In two studies critical ratios rather than correlation coefficients
were reported. In 1937 Stuit (326) found average college grades of 100
"supericri? teachers as rated by superintendents and principals to be sig-
nificantly higher than for 46 "poor" teachers (CR 2.8). Shannon (305) who,
in 1940, compared 111 fthighly successful," 111 "average,! and 37 “"failing"
teachers selected from among teachers who were graduated from a state
teachers college during the period 1898 to 1934, also found success in the
field to be related to college scholarship (CR's 2.3 to 8.2).

In 16 of the studies reported in Table 22, investigators attempted to
determine whether or not teaching effectiveness in the field might be pre-
dicted from achievement in one or more college courses apart from prac-
tice teaching. Correlations between field performance of a teacher and
his grades in specific collepge covurses yielded coefficients which tended
to be low but positive, In only five investigations, Jones (172}, Broom
and Ault (58), Seagoe (299), Stephens and Lichtenstein (323), and Bach
(12), are negative coefficients reported, these appearing among positive
relationships also found in these same studies, The results in the case
of specific courses appear to be much the same as those obtained when
practice teaching grade or rating is conpared with teaching effectiveness
in the field.

The relationship of high school grades or ranks to success in teach-
ing was studied in 13 of the investigations., As will be seen from Table
22 the correlation coefficients (except for those reported in the Jones?
1946 study) are all positive but vary from .07 to «8l. The relatively
high coefficients reported by Somers (.77), Kriner (,81 and .62}, and
Lins (.69) appear to be somewhat out of line with results obtained by
other investigators.

In the great majority of the studies concerned with the relationship
of scholarship and teaching effectiveness, the question of whether or not
ratings by administrators were influenced by knowledge of the teacherst
college scholastic rccord is not considered. It should be pointed out
that in the case of supervisors? ratings no investigator could be certain
Just what lmowledge might contaminate the criterion nor could this be
controlleds The question concerning contamination of ratings by knowledge
of high school grades should also be raised but the probability is remote,
tiowever, that many supervisors are aware of the high school grades of the
teachers they rate.
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Considerable effort has been expended by investigators in attempting
to discover the relationships existing between on-the-job performance of
teachers and earlier scholarship as reflected in over-all achievement in
high schsol or college or standing obtained in specific college cources.
Tha outcome of all of this research appears to be that there is some rela-
tionship but that it is probably small. So far none of these investigators
has shown that the attainment of a particular standing in high school or
college or the mastery of any single course or group of courses is essen-
tial to teaching competence. General college scholarship and scholarship
in specific college courses are both correlated to some extent with prac-
tice teaching grades, Intelligence test scores are also c¢nrrelated with
practice teaching grades. Investigators have apparently treated subject
matter knowledge as if it were a discrete variable. Scholarship in specific
college courses, however, is probably just a less reliable measure of gen-
eral scholarship, or perhaps somewhat more indirectly, of intelligence.
Zero-order correlations will not indicate whether subject ratter knowledge
per se is related to teaching effectiveness or whether subject matter
knowledge, general college scholarship, and intelligence are interrelated
variables. The lack of any substantial communality of content objectives
of courses that bear the same title under different instructors or in dif-
ferent colleges makes it unlikely that a course selected by title only
will be found essential to teaching competence.

Age and Experience as Related to Instructor Effectiveness

The relations of age and of experience to instructor effectiveness
are reviewed together because of the ohbviously close relationship between
these two variables. In 1928 for instance, Bathurst (23) obtained a co-
efficient of .88 when he correlated them.

In Table 23 are listed 17 studies in which correlation coefficients
have been reported. (Bathurst?s study is included since he used Knightfs
Professional Aptitude Test not as a measure of 'aptitude® but as a cri-
terion of teaching effectiveness.) It will be noted that these coeffi-
cients rarge from -.36 to .53. This suggests either that the importance
of age and experience in teaching effectiveness depends upon the partic-
ular teaching situation involved or that product-moment correlations pro-
vide an inadequate indication of any nonlinear relationships that may
exist.

That the relationship between age or experience and estimates of
instructor effectiveness may be curvilinear is suggested by the studies
of Ruediger and Strayer (283), Young (362, 363), and Davis {96). Ruediger
and Strayer, in 1910, used supervisors' estimates of 204 elementary teach-
ers while Young, as reported in 1937 and 1939, used principals'! ratings of
1521 teachers. These investigators reported improvement in instructor
effectiveness up to 5 years, no improvement from 5 to 20 years, and some
decline thereafter. Davis, in 1934, on the basis of an investigation in-
volving approximately 1700 high school teachers, his criterion being
pupil success in passing State Board tests, concluded that pupils taught
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by teachers with one years' experience but no better tnan pupils taught
by teachers with two years of experience.

In 1929 Birkelo {36) using student ratings of elementary and high
school teachers apparently showed increased instructor effectiveness
with age, a result in agreement with that found by Daniel (91) in 1944.
The significance of these findings as well as those of Ruediger and
Strayer (283) and Young (362, 363) just mentioned is somewhat doubtful,
however, since the proportion of each age or experience group in the
total samples used is unknown.

In the few attempts to study the relationship between length of
time teacher was employed in the school and efficiency ratings, higher
correlations were found, as might be expected. In 1924 Lang (193) re-
portéd correlations ranging from .26 to .46 between supervisory rating
of teaching efficiency and the teacher's local experience. In 1934
Davis (96) in a study of teaching efficiency based on the per cent of
each teacher'!s pupils passing state tests in high school subjects stated
that teachers with longer tenure in a given schovl were more successful
in passing pupils through state tests than were teachers vho had been
employed in the same school for a shorter period of time. However, the
schools which had the highest percentage of pupils passing the state
tests were those schools with markedly high teacher turnover. Because
of these confusing results Davis concludes, "It would seem more likely
that the tenure of the teacher is & result of her success as measured
by State Board tests than that success in State Board tests is a result
of increased tenure.'! In 1945 Brookover (55) found that length of ac-
quaintance with pupil and length of time teacher had taught in the
schools, as well as age of teacher, were positively related to pupil

ratings. -

Several investigators in this area reported no significant differ-
ences., In 1936 Heilman and Armentrout (148) reported results of ratings
on the Purdue Scale of 46 college teachers by 2115 students in 50 classes,
In"terms of experience teachers were divided into four groups, 7 to 12
years of ‘experience, 12 to 17, 17 to 27, and 27 or more years of experi~
ence, Instructors were also divided into age groups by five-year in-
tervals. No reliable differences in rating scores were found in either
case. In 1946 Blair (37) compared 92 teachers with less than 10 years of
experience with 113 teachers with 10 c¢r more years of experience in terms
of the nurber of ''poor" answars on the multiple-choice Rorschach test.

He also compared 107 teachers under 35 years of age with 98 teachers over
35 years of age. Differences were not significant in either comparison.

Englehart and Tucker (108), in 1936, asked 224 high school pupils to

choose their best and worst teachers and to check their appropriate traits
on a 1ist. Their findings with respect to age are summarized as follows:
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Good teachers Poor teachers

Ag(’_ NO. % N& T
20t tq 29 28 23.6. 27 25.3
L0 to 49 16 13,7 26 2.3
50 or above 5 L3 7 6.5

No significance test with respect to the differences in percentages
was applled. In 1946 Nemec¢ (244) made a study of a. group of 265 pro-
bationary teachers who failed to receive certificates at the end of a
two-year probationary period because of unfavorable supervisory rsports.
When these tedchers were divided into two groups (ages 19 to 22 and 23
years and over) according to the age at which they began teaching,
Nemec found no differences which were significant at the .05 level.
Ryans (286) in a factor analysis study of trained observers' ratings of
teachers on the basis of directly observable teacher behaviors found
that teachers (N = 60) with 1 to 4 years of experience were significantly
different from teachers (N = 32) with 5 to 9 years of experience at the
.01 leyel for two factors, which he named '"controlled pupil activity
and business-like approach'™ and "“teacher calm and consistent; liked be-
cause human," and for the total rating. Differences were significant
at the .05 level for two factors he called '"pupil participation and
teaclier open-mindedness™ and "sociability.!" The teachers with 5 to
9 years of experience were zignificantly different from the teachers
(N = 111) with 10 or more years of experience at the .0l level for
factors "pupil participation and teacher open-mindedness® and "teacher
calm and consistent, liked becaut2 human'" and at the .05 level for
total rating by the observers. The teachers with 1 to /4 years of ex-
perience were significantly different from the teachers with 10 or more
years of experience at the .0l level for '"..ntrolled pupil activity
and businésgs-like approach.!

The research findings of Davis (96), Meriam (225), Ruediger and
Strayer (283), Ryans (286), and Young (362, 363) imply that teaching
effectiveness bears a curvilinear relationship to age or experience.

The zero or near zero correlation coefficients reported by Bathurst

(23, 24), Jones (172), Knight (178), Odenweller (247), Riesch (275),
Rolfe (280), instead of showing lack of relationship, probably indicate
the inapplicability of the Pearson product-moment correlation method to
‘the qonrectilihear data.involved. It appears that a teacher's rated °
effdctiveness jincreases at first rather rapidly with experience and then
morg slowly up to 5 years on beyend. There is then a leveling off and
the teacher may show little change ih rated performance for the next 15
or 20 ‘yeats, after which, as in most occupations, there tends to be a
decline. It must be borne in mind, however, that ratings in such studies
as the foregoing may suffer from the '"ogical errori which results from
an implicit assumption that, the young, inexperienced teachers can not

be as good as those of 5 or more years of experience.




In interpreting the alleged decline in teaching effectiveness after
20 years or more of experience, the effect on ratings of the physical
and mental changes acco.ipanying aging in general must be considered. It
is quite conceivable that while the ratings of students and cupervisors
might favor the younger and more vivacious teacher, the real effective-
ness of teachers in bringing about student changes might not be related
to age at all. There are as yet, however, no adequate studies of this
relationship.

The research findings on age and experience have some interesting
and rather important, implications for the Air Training Command. In a
study of the correlates of instructor morale in Air Force technical
schools, Richey and Berkshire (273) reported percentages with respect ;
to experience of 3117 military and 797 civilian instructors as shown ‘
in Table 24. If more valid techniques eventually confirm the findings

‘table 216

Teaching Experience of Military and Civilian Instructors
In Air Force Technical Schools®

Experience Military Givilian
Less than 6 mos. 24,.2% 5.4%
6 mos. to 1 yre. hl.B 11.8
lor 2 yr. 25.4 18.9
3 or 6 yr. 7.0 17.5
5 yr. or more 2.1 4644

8From Richey and Berkshire (273).

of previous investigations that an instructor continues to improve for
the first five years, the great majority of military instructors have not
reached the period of greatest effectiveness. The present rotation poliocy
may be manifestly working against best utiligaetion of instructor poten=- -
tiality in Air Foroe tvohnical schools in that military personnel &re

not permitbed to funotion as instructors long enough for them to achleve
maximum afficlencys Any interpretation of the results of these studies
for the military situation, however, must take into account thy fact

that military instruotora may repeat the same subject matter as many as
25 times a yoar as ocontrasted with public school teachers who repeat

the same subjeot matter only once or twice a year, It thus may well

be that military instructors reach their peak in a shorter period of

time than public school instructors.




¥nowledge of Subject Matter, Present Professional Information,
And Teacher Examination Scores as Related to Instructor
Effectivenens

Knowledge of Subject Matter as Related to Instructor Effect:veness

It is frequently stated that the good teacher is the one '"who knows
his stuff," that knowledge of subject matteér bteing taught is the prime
recuisite of teaching success. With respect to this hyrothesis the re-
viewers considered the findings of some 20 studies where various criteria
of instructor competence ~ere correlated with one or more measures of
professionel information or subjizit matter knowledge.

Much variabilivy is evident among the coefficients found when scores
on subject-matter teats are correlated with criteria of instructor compe-
tence. As shown in Table 25, these vary from -.49 to .58. It would ap-
pear that whether or not knowledge of subject matter is related to in-
structor competence is a function of the particular teaching situation.
The negative relationships found in some studies suggest that too much
knowledge on the part of the teacher may result in teaching Yover the
heads" of the students.

Two minor studies are not included in Table 25 because corirelation
coefficients were not computed. Madsen (213) in 1927, found that in
terms of scores received on a test of elementary grade subjects, ail
except 1 of 31 teacher failures were found to be in the lowest 10% of
a grop of teachers studied. Allen (2) in 1938, using a lest that in-
cluded subject-matter knowledge, reported a Jow relationship between
test results and teacher success for a group of €O very superior and 60
very inferior teachers as rated by three supervisors. Only language
usage and spelling significantly differentiated superior from inferior
teachers.

Professional Information as Related to Instructor Effectiveness

On the tasis of the nine available studies which have been summarized
in Table 26, scores on tests of professional information tend to bear
some slight relationship to several measures of instructor competence,
vith two exceptions, Rolfe (280) and Stephens and Lichtenstein (323), all
the coefficients are positive. However, only two investigators, Crabdbs
(89), Betts (32), report any coefficients greater than .40,

National Teacher Examination Scores as Related to Instructor Effectiveriess

Flanagan (112), in 1941, obtained a correlation coefficient of .51 be-
tween scores on the Cormon Exanination of the National Teacher Examination
and superintendents'! ratings. He also reports coefficients significant at
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Table 26

Relation uf Scores on Professioral Information Tests to Keasures of Instructor Bffectiveness

— lnvesrdgator ___ Tescher earple Tesy ] Yeness  Earreiatic:
Cravde (1929) {Mucder unreported) Steele-Herring Pupil gain W05
elementary Superviser ransing Wl
Scardasn {(1928) 88 high schood Professional Information {unpud~ Composite renk (super- o2¢
1ied) viror, Lescher, pupil)
Protedures . <
Uiisan (1930) 136 Wigh school, 1 ses. Odell (principles of teschirg) Average rirtendeat & 14
axperience principal reting
Weber (ot jectives of teaching} arerage superintenictt & 9
principal rating
Rette (1533) 61 oleventary Professionad Information (compos- Pupil gain 10 to W16
ite 16 testy
Rare, g3 81. (19)3) 66 eloventery hr{crm Frofessional Informa=  Pupil gasn A.N. «
o
?erﬂrm Profesotonsl Inferma=  Pupil getn m.a e
INNEAED
reuorm frofessional Inforwa- !nNanuTﬁon\ ntw W6
(composite 7 scales)
Xartin (2964) 127 with } yr. experience Tescher'College Klesentary Superintendent rating W02
Rolfe [I943) 47 oleventery, 1- &k Lewsrens-Steirmets (odncation Pupl) gatn - 0b
2-reca erdentation)
Rosthor (1948) 28 olesantery, rura) LeverenAStetimets (aducation Fupil) galn 0
orfentetion)
Stephere & Lichtenetedn (1947) JS-&: nm;n).ory (nor- Prefeseiocal exaaination Pepil gesn -1}
a8l eenod
21-26 slesentery Leity Professionsl ezanination Mplil gein k9
Lreining achoel
® Exelusivrs of 1 3 2-reem schrole,
the .05 level. between total scores on the Common Examination of the
National Teacher Examipation and the proportion of students reporting

the' particular *eacher's name. in response Lo the question: !“hich
teachers seened to have 'a broad knowlndge of other subjects besides
the.rone you, had with them?" On the. other hand, when-Lins (203), in
1946, correlated National Teachers Exanination scores:with pupil.
évaluation of',their teachers he .obtained a correlatlon coefficient

of -.30 significant at the .0l. level .of confidence. when Lins used a
composite gain cricerion he. found a coefficient of . ,45. The latter
figure, however, is probably not significant since only seven teachers
were. involved.

In 1951 Ryans (286) correlated scores cttained by 192 elementary
and -165 secondary teachers.on the.General Principles and Methods of
Teaching test or the 1949 National Teachers Examination- Battery with
two kinds of ratings made by principals. For the elementary teachers
the correlation coefficiénts obtained between examinaticn scores. and
principals! ratings on an abservation blank was .17, and between exam-
ination scores and prancipals! ratings of over-all effectiveness, .23.
The correspording coefficlents for the secondary teachers were .13 and
«15. The prinéipals' ratings on the two blanks correlated..83 for both
groups of teachers. When an analysis was.made of examination scores ob-
tained by the upper and lower 27% of the teachers, differences significant
at the .01 level were obtained with respect to 52 “iigh".and 52 "low"
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elementary teachers, but the differences were not significant at the .05
level for the 45 "high' and 45 "low" secondary teachers.

Despite the more or less unpromising results that have been reported
by investigators of the relationship of professional information and -
knowledge of subject matter to instructor effectivensss, this might still
be a fisld in which useful research work can be done. The restrictiaen in
range of information of elementary school teachers might account for some.
of :the low correlation coefficients. It is possible, too, that the par-
ticular supject malter:involved may bte a factor in determining the rela-
tionship between an instructorts competehce and his knowledge of subject
matter and/or professional information. It appears that in teaching cer-
tain, technical school subjects, at -least, ‘the amount of techniocal irforma-
tion possessed by the instructor may be important., Morsh and Swanson (232)
in a small exploratory study found a correlation coefficient of .45 (sig-
hificantly different from zero at the .0l level of confidence) between
power plant sproficiency examination scores and supervisors! ratings of 73
instructdrs on a, forced-chojce form.

An Airp Force technical szhool instructor must possess a certain mini-
mum of techmical informasion. He must be familiar with certain facts,
must possess the requisite skills, and must understand the.procedures
involved ih 1',e spenialty he is teaching in- drder to impart these facts,
skilla, and techniques to his students., The differential between instruc-
tors! knowledge as compared with that of their studente is -also an im-
portant sonsideration., The instfuctor with wide experience and background
or technhical information which goes far beyond that of his students may
have.’ 2 same difficulty as that of the overly.intelligentrinstructor’in
communicatihg at the studert level.. On the other hand, an instructor-
who has the bare minirum of the krbwledge requirements may be put in an
embarrassing position or may:actually lose the respect of older, experi-
enceéd students whe know more then the instructor about the subject at
hand. The extent apd implications of the differences between subject-
matter knowledge of instructors and the knowledge of sheir students may
vary from course to course in ways only to be determined through invekti-
gation.

Extracurriculai*Activities and General Culture Test Scores
Versue Instiructor Effectiveness

Extracurricular Activities

There is rather widespredd belief among school adminibtrators that a
teacher who;has taken part in‘activities outside the classroom in high
school or cullege theredby becomes a more rounded person and makes &8 bet-
tar teacher. In two investigations (292, 305) critical ratios wers com-
puted between teaching effectiveness of groups of teachers who as students
had participated in extraclassroom activities as compared with teachers
who had been nonparticipants,
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Sandiford et al. (292), in 1937, compared the top and bottom third of
the group when 336 student teachers were ranked according to teaching
grades., OSignificant critical ratios favoring the top third were found
with respect to several extracurricular activities. In terms of number
of extracurricular participations, Shannon (305), in 1940, reported sig-
nificant critical ratios when 86 most surcessful men teachers were com-
pared with 24 failures and when 111 most successful men and women teachers
were compared with 37 failures.

Since the less able student cannot keep up with his studies if he
participates and hence refrains from participation or is not allowed to
participate in extracurricular activities, it is necessary to partial out
scholastic ability if the relationships found by Sardiford, Shannon, and
others are to be sttributed to the student's beocoming a "'more rounded
person.'" As they stand, these results merely reflect the tendency for
the brighter students toth to get higher grades in &ll college subjects
(including student teaching) and to participate more in extracurricular
activities.,

Several investigators (171, 182, 185, 196, 218, 298, 299, 319, 320,
324, 344) have reported correlations found between teache: or student
teacher participation in extracurricular activities and ratings of teach-
ing effectiveness. As will be seen firom Table 27, in the nine studies
of teachers on the job the correlation coefficients range from -,06 to
464 In gerersl, investigators found low positive relationships between
extracurricular activity and instructor effectiveness. On the basis of
the resvlts of the studies reviewed, there appears to be slight justifi-
cation for further search for sslection or evaluation measures in terms
of the arount of extracurricular participation of a teacher while a stu-
den®. in high school or college.

General Culture Test Scores

Six investigators attempted to correlate scores on the Cooperative
General Culture Test with measures of teacher competence.. The results
are iarkedly inconsistent, with a rather strong negative relationship
being indicated in several instances. These studies are summarized in
Table 28, 1in addition to the studies reported in Table 28, several in-
vestigators (125, 161, 184, 218, .298) correlated total scores on the
Cooperative General Culture Test with student teaching grades. Correla-
tion coefficients obtained ranged from -.02 in the Seagoe study (298)
with 31 student teachers to .21 in the Kriner study (184) with 55 stu-
dent teachers. The studies reviewed appear to indicate that the relations
of Cooperative General Culture Test scores to instructor effectiveness dif-
fer 1little from those reported for other subject mitter tests.

88




°3 IB1I6-14 o

1w Juyqea quapuayuraadng IETNOTIMOBIIXT TamX CnT  (O%61) 3uman s
duataadxa *if
G2* Buiqex sos87axadng JETNOTIMORIYNE T (980D *L-2) %6
DweTaHdxs L
on° Furisa aosTazadng J8TNOTIINOBIIXT T (2802 *if-9) 21 (LSOT) eutxy
30U PIP cum SO2
“Sa 30TJJO JuD (<<67)
amm. Jurqea quapuayuTIxdng -n3e DI oua Ll2 UWOYIWINPI TNPE 2Ry a481ubaapog
or" Buiqul JosTAIdNg  IDTJJO qUIpPNLS PTSH ToOoQOw
0"~ Buyrqea aostazadng JETUOTIMOBIUX T oty % LIuaumste 2L (1661) asurxy
20U9
" Burqex Tedioutag JeTnoTanoRIL sy  -~jladxXe XL Y 2T OTY (€26T) saamog
(12-0267)
L2 Suyqex os1axddng JIgTnoTIMmORIIXF u3mw [oouds YITY n
(1261)
90"~ fuiqea J08TAIadNg SSMOTIINORIIXT TImos TOOTI8 LITY (y
(0261)
o Buiqea J0s5TAIdNG IBINOTIMORIIX T uIWos TOOYIS UIATY (y (£261) wouop
TUITOTIII0D BESUIATYD3IID £9TAT208 JO ALY, ITdume JIUoRvay IO QY T18IAUY
TOTRYTIIIO) JO aamsuway

SE3USATE09JJH JOIONIFEUY O3 S3ITITATIOY - JVINOTIMORIIXF JO WOTILTIY

L2 3TQey




*1 TEjIes-1g o

IRTNOT LMD ouataadxs L T
90° ured 11dng -RIX3 TOOWSS UYITH  ‘uamom TOOWOS ydIg LY
JeT0oTIMmO ouItIadxs L T
Lt uoljenTeaAd TIdng -RIIX2 [OOWOS UDIH  ‘uamoa TOOUDS USIY 0§
IRTNOTIMD ousTIxs 2L T (9n61)
61" Fuigea xoelazadng -eI3X2 TOOUSS YITH ‘usmoOn TOORDS YITY 6 UIDPRE UOH
90* Burqes x03CIISTUTHPY 8d IS IAIQUIN
0Jqux IduaTIAXI
9T"* FuTqra 098I STUTHPY digsaoquam I39T340 Ik 2 ‘AIvquanaTe 2 (9w61) 20Bnag
/1" Bulqel JosTAIIANG  PTIY SIDTJJO IIquny IoUI
22" Buiaex 0sTAIXNG JeraotamoRdLxy  -lIadxs oL T yalma €21 (4m61) UTIIGW
qQUITOTII 0D 883uaaTqdalJa AMTAT2OW JO A aTdues JIIYOua ] JO AT 824UT
UOTQRTIIIO)H Jo axmeway

(TquoD) L2 ITarX




Table 28

Relation of Scores on the Cooperative General Culture Test
TS Measures of Instructor Efféctiveness

Measure of Correlation
Investigator Teacher sample _ effectiveness coefficient
Kriner (1935) 55 with 1 yr. experi- Supervisor rating «30
ence
Krirer (1937) 94 (2-yr. course) 1 Supervisor rating 25
year exgerience
42 (4yr. course) 1 Supervisor rating 22
year experience
Martin (1944) 123 with 1 vr. expe#i- Superintendent W11
ence rating
Seagoe (1946) 25 elementary, 2 yr. Supervisor rank- -.01
experience ing
Jones (1346) 50 high school Frincipal rating .03
30 high school Pupil gain ~e23
13 English Pupil gain -58
Lins (1946) 57 high school women, Composite super- +05
1 yr. experience vigor rating
50 high school womer, Pupil evaluation -34
1 yr. experisnce
17 high school women, Pupil gain 23

1 yr. experience

Socloeconomic Status, Sex, and Marjtal Status
Versus Instructor Effectiveness

Socioeconomic Status of Instructor

In 1930 Ullman (339), in an attempt to predict teaching success,
among other measures used the Sims Score Card to determine socioeconomic
status of 116 junior and senior high school teachers with one semester
experiences Near tero coefficients resulted when socioeconomin status
scores were correlated with social intelligence, general intelligence,
knowledge of principles of teaching, knowledge of aims of secondary educa-
tion, self-rating, academic marks, education marks, major s.bject marks,
and practice teaching rating. In the case of teaching interest, as
measured by the Strong Interest Blank, a coefficient of -.25 was obtained,
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This negative relationship appears reasonable consideriwg the low salaries
of teachers and the opportunity for individuals of high socioeconomic status
to enter profeseions requiring more costly preparation, but there is no
reason why sconomic status should te related to the other variables. The
correlation between socioeconomic status and rated success in the field was
«19. Any such low positive coefficiert may mean only that supervisors are
influenced somewhat by the socioeconomic standing of their teachers. I%
could mean, too, that persons from the higher socioeconomic group do make
better teachers because of greater social poise.

Kriner (182), in 1931, made a study of 131 best and 131 poorest teach-
ers within a school system as judged by superintendents. He found that
high school teachers who came from a rural area and whose fathers were
farmers and e)ementary school teachers who came from urban communities and
whose fathere were businessmen had the best chance for teucher success.
Either type of teacher, especially the elementary, was handicapped if
their fathers were artisans and especially handicapped if their fathers
were laborers. To enter the teaching profession bzcause of financial
reasons or compulsion predicted substantially against teaching success.
Size of family affected teacher success probably as a by-product of finan-
cial reasons, Travel and past illness had 1little if any relationship to
teacher success. Kriner's resialts are probably nct specific with teachers.
They may simply be demonstratirg the truism that those from the higher
status groups have greater probabilities of success in 1life than those
less fortunate.

Phillips (256) secured ratings by superintendents and principals of
173 elementsry and junior high school teachers. He also administered the
Sims Socio-Economic Scale to the same-group. The resulting correlation
coefficient between these measures wis «05. When the ratings were con-
verted to sigma scores, Phillips reports a correlation of .22 for the
entire group and a c¢ritical ratio of 3.5 for two groups of 43 teachers
each standing at the extremes of teaching ability as rated administratively.

Rolfe (280) computei correlations between achievement in citizenship
of 338 seventh and eighth grade pupils from one- and two-room rural schools
and various measures of their 47 teachers. He reported a correlation co-
efficient of -,15 between the teachers! Sims Socio-Economic Status scores
and pupils gains.

The results obtained with the Sims Soclo-Economic Scale, 1like those
found with the Cooperative General Culture Test, seem tuv provide little
incentive for further research in this area.

With the exception of Rolfe's (280) study the criterion used in tness
studies was supervisory ratings, which are often negatively correlated with
student gain. It is possible that with other criteria and with other
hypotheses involving socioeconomic status of teachers research of more
probable producti' ~1ess might be undertaken. Socioeconomic status of the
teacher is proebably not of significance in itself but only as it might
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be reflected in various "psychological® dimensions of teachers. For in-
stance, if extreme upward social motility has characterized a given
teacher and this motility has resulted in insecurity and anxiety on the
teachert's part, this ixight in turn be reflected in the teacher'!s pattern
'of classroom behavior or in the adjustments the teacher makes to admin-
istrative personnel, fellow teachers, and pupils. Instead of looking for
people who have exhibited this social motility, or who possess a certain
sécioeconomic status, investigation mignt be directed towird the nmani-
feet degree of anxiety or insecurity.

Sex of Instructor as Related to Instructor Effectiveness

In Table 29 are summarized the ten available studies in which sex of
instructors was related to instructor effectiveness, It will be noted
that lcriteria of effectiveness employed included student ratings, student
designation of best teacher, average class marks, administrative ratings,
and success or failure on the job. One investigator used three criteria:
prupil gain, pupil ratings, and administrative ratings. Six of these stud-
ies appear to favor women, three show no differences betwecn effectiveness
of men and women, and two studies favor men. Ir. studies conducted prior
to 1940, in ro instance apparently was the significance of the obtained
difference between teaching effectiveness of rmen and woren teachers tesied.
In the four later investigations significance was determined but in only
one ctudy, that of Cheydleur (75%), was a significant difference found, a
critical ratio of 6.6 being reported in favor of women instructors.

As indicated by She foregoing studies the question as to whether or
‘not. woinen teachers are superior to mean teachers has been considered for
some years. The problem may not be merely one of acadamic interest out
may have practical or econowic implications for some school and college
administrations. No particular differences have been shown when the
relative effectiveness of men and women teachers has been corpared. In
view of the results found, it may well be that consideration should be
given to assessing the effectiveness of women instructors in Air Force
technical schools. In case of full scale mobilization women, both
civilian and WAF, would seem to offer an invaluable rotential sour.e of
instructional personnel., Enployment of greater numbers of women instiuc-
tors than at present would release 'like numbers of technical snecialists
who would then be available for combat svpport in their specialty.

The Relation of Marital Status to Instructor Effectiveness

vhile in sore parts of the country there has been considerable cppo-
sition, generally for economic reasons, to the holding of teaching posi-
tiors by married women, there appears to be little evidence that karried
teachers are in any way inferior to unrmarried teachers. The reviewers
found only three investigators who had made any objective study of the
question. In 1934 Feters {253) cqnducted a rather conprhensive study
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of the status of the married woran teacher. He matched according to age,
educition, teaching situation, aud so on, 110 married with 110 single
elementary schocl teachers and compared the gain of 2195 pupils of the
former group with that of 2250 pupils of the latter group. Supervisory
ratings (made by superintendents or principals) were obtained for 1123
married teachers and 1123 single teachers matched on the same variables
as above, Differences in achievement and mental growth of pupils of the
married women teachers as compared with the single teachers as shown by
scores on the Otis Clasuification Test Parts I {(achievement) and II
(mental growth) were .86 t .29 and .60 t ,23, respectively. These dif-
ferences in favor of the pupils of the married teachers were Jjust under
three times the probable error of the differences or on the border line
of being significant. Differences in supervisory ratings of married and
unmarried teachers were too small to be significant.

In 1951 Ryans (286) compared 99 single womern with 107 married women
third and fourth grade teachers with respect to ratings made by trained
observers, Dimensions observed included 20 items relating to directly
observable teacher behavior and 6 items referring to pupil “ehavior,
Comparison of mean criterion scores with respect to marital status revealed
no differences that were significant at or near the .05 level of confi-
dence. When the relation of marital status to pupil behavior alone was
studied for the 206 teachers, a coefficient of mean square contingency
of .11 was obtained.

The Relation of Teaching Aptitude, Attitude Toward Te:ching,
And Intersst to Instructor Effectiveness

Teaching Aptitude versus Instructor Effectiveness

The results of the ten investigators using several measures designed
to predict teaching ability show great disparity. In Table 30 entries
have been arranged according to teaching aptitude test instead of chron-
ologically in.order to improve comparability of studies. As will be seen
from Tabl=2 30, correlation coetficients between various criteria of effec-
tiveness and the Knight aptitude test ranged from -.10 to .78, the largest
being reported by Cooke using nine teacher subjects. The Morris Trait
Index-L test, apparently devised to indicate leadership aspects of teach-
ing aptitude, gave correlation coefficients between scores on this test
and various criteria of teaching competence from -.17 to .23. In the
case of the Coxe-Orleans Aptitude Test the range of coefficients with
various criteria of teaching efficiency was -.32 to .51. Da'si (100)
suggests that the Coxe-Orleans test measures qualities related to general
scholarship rather than to teaching success as revealed by supervisors!
ratings of practice teaching. The range for ¢he Stanford aptitude test
was -,15 to .14. For the George Washington University Aptitude Test a
coefficient of -.19 was reported by Seagoe (299).
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Table 30

Relation of Scores on Meazuree of Teaching Aptitude to Tesching Effectivencss

Investigator

Knight (1922)

Tiegs (1928)
Bathurst (1929)

Barr, st_sl, {1935)

Cooke (1937)

Barr, st _sl. (1935)

Phillips (1935)

Rolfe (1945)
Rostkes (1945)
Seag.s (1948)

Teachey sample

Measure of effectiveness

33 eleaentary
7 high school
33 elementary
7 high school

25 elamentary, 1 sex, experi-
ence

(Mumber unreported)
elexentary

66 elementsry

27, 18, 9 elemontary & high
echool

65 elemantery

173 elementary & ir. high sciool

47 elezentery, l- & 2-room
2% slamentery, rural®

25 eleaentery, 2 yr« nanhneo

Coxe & fornell {1933) 500 {approx.) elementary, 1 yr.

Pnillips (1935)

Cooke (1937)

Seagos (1948)

Rostker (1943)
Bolfe (1943)
Seagoe (1946}

Seagoe (1946)

exparience

400 (approx.) elemsntary, 2 yr.
experience

112 elsmentary, 2 yr. experience

173 elementary & jr. high
school
9-48 elementary & high school

25 elementary, 2 yr. experience

28 elementary, rumi®
&7 elementary, 1- & 2-roca
25 elemsntary, 2 yr. experiense

25 olementary, 2 yr. expirience

S —
& Excluaive of 1- and 2-rom sshooles

Fellow teacher rating
Feilow teacher rating
Supereieor rating
Supervisor rating

Supervisor rating
Adainistrator rating

Pupil gsin A.Q,

Puptl gain (composite A.Q.
& rawv gain

Superintendant rating (com-
poeite 7 scales

Self-rating
Supervisor rating

Pupil gain A.Q.

Pupil gain (composite A.Q.
& raw gain

Superintendent rating (coa-
posite 7 scales)

Superintendent & principal
ratirg

S.us ecore rating

Pupil gain

Pupil gain (social studies)

Adainistrator rating

Supsrvisor rating
Supervisor rating
Componite cbrerver rating
Average supsrintendent rate
ing

Sigma score rating

Self-rating
Supervisor rating

Supetvisor ranking

Pupll gain
Pupil galin
Supervisyr ranking
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In 1952 Jarecke (165) made an initial report of a teaching judgment
test he had devised which follows a somewhat different pattern from other
tests of this type. Jarecke's instrument is a situational test of a
forced-choice ranking type. A list of problem situations typical in the
daily 1life of a teacher is presented. There are five alternate solutions
offered for each situation. Solutions are to be ranked in order of favor-
ableness., All solutions are of the nonoptimum or poor type on the theory
that good teachers could discriminate between varying degrees of poor alter-
natives while poor teachers would tend to rank higher the one they them-
selves might employ. Jarecke reports very high correlations (.68 to +93)
when scores on the teaching judgment test were correlated with various
criteria of teaching effectiveness. Unfortunately, however, these re-
ported correlations are spuriously high because the population on which
they were obtained included the population on which the scoring key was
based, thus making it difficult to evaluate the test on the basis of pres-
ent data.

At first glance it might appear informative to examtine the factors
that have been considered worth including in tests of teaching aptitude
together with the underlying rationale and implicit hypotheses. The re-
viewers are of the opinion, however, that rationale or hypotheses or the
methods used to implement them have been inadequate. If one knew what
kinds of things were important to instructor effectiveness and were able
to construct devices for measuring both the instructors? knowledge of
these things and the probability of their shaping their behavior in ac-
cordance with them in an instructional situation, the use of aptitude
tests would seem to be a reasonable approach.

It may be that there is a specific aptitude for teaching which is
related to effectiveness of teacher performance. Data thus far avail-
able, however, either fail to establish the existence of any such apti-
tude with any degree of certainty or indicate that the tests used were
inappropriate to its measurement.

Teaching Attitude versus Instructor Effectiveness

Attitude toward teachers and teaching, as indicated by the Yeager
Scale devised for its measurement, appears to bear a small but positive
relationship to teacher success measured in terms of pupil gains. Rolfe
(280) administered a battery of tests to 47 rural teachers. He reported
a correlation coefficient of .22 between pupil achievement in citizen-
ship and teacher scores on the Yeager Scale. He also found a coefficient
of .38 between this success criterion and teachers! scores on the Hartmann
Social Attitude Test. With 28 teachers as subjects, Rostker (282) re-
ported a coefficient of .45 between teachers! Yeager scores and measurable

- changes produced in their pupils in social studies. LaDuke (188), who
correlated scores of 31 rural teachers on the Yeager test with "'objective!
tests of pupil gain in attention, appreciation, information, interest, and
a composite of these, found coefficients ranging from zero to .20,
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Interest in Teaching versus Instrucioc Effectiveness

Operationaily, interest in teaching mey be yuite different from atti-
tude toward teachers or teadhing., That an cffective teacher should be
interested in teaching would appear to be.so obvious as to be axiomatic.

A few:iinyestigators hav? attempted to show that among successful teachers
interes”) in teaching developed duriig the teachcrs’ secondary school peri-
od or before. In tke majority .of investigations, however, interest in
teaching was measured ﬂy intérdst test scores which indicate similarity
of inteiests of teachers apd persons undergoing the interest test. The
results of these studies are shown in Table 31.

As will be seen from Table 31 those correlations: resulting'from the
use of the Strong intérest test or modifications of.it ard.the test 'used
by Coxe an¢ Jorneéll (8&7) all tend to cluster around zerq. Thé Link Ac
tivitigs and Interest Inventory »n the other hand shows such inconsisten-

cies in the light of the rather synrse data available as to render it also
of sonewhat dbubtful value,

The Kriner (182) study which produced such high correlations was based
on recall by the teachers as to their ihterests when they were!in high
school. Obviously there is no'way of keeping such opinions free from the
influence of later experience of succeds or %ailure, thu$ making the cor-
relations obtained practically meaningless. The Lins {203) investijgation,
on the other hand, was'a follow-up study. Students listed their choices
as to occupations when they first entered college ard these.choices were
correlated against rating received some years ‘later.

In 1952 Ringness (277) reports a study in which he attempted: (1)} to dis-
cover, if possible, any common factors that may underlie the reasgns given
by undergraduates for the choice of teaching as a profession; (2) to de-
termine whether the ‘answers given to essentiadldy the sape questions in two
différeht types ‘6f testing devices reveal comparable data; and (3) to in-
vesﬁigatq the relationship between the reasons given for choide of profes-
sion ‘and subsequent‘teachihg success as measured by criteria of efficiency
and acceptal#ility. A paired-comparison and a ranking questiennaire wére
used to determing the reasons for choice of teaghing as a career. Data
were analyzed by the centroid method of factor analysis to find the com-
mon factors: Sixty-three'men and 37 women student teachers comprised
the sample used in Parts One and Two of the study, and 16 meén and 18
women with one-year experience were used in the last part of the study.
Griterion of teaching success wds an “acceptability?? rating by the super-
intendent. This was an over-all rating made after an interview of the
superintendent by the investigator in which questions were asked which
related not only to teaching efficiency but also to personality craits of
many kinds. In the factor analysis study factors identifiédras interests
in working tonditions) in people, in security, and in subject matter -area
to be taught seemed to be generally emphasized. Desire for professional
advancement did not appear to be a general characteristic of the factor
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structure, nor did desire for service to society or prestige and respect

of the profession. Factors bearing similar labels were found in analyzing
the results for men and women. However, these factors were only broadly
alike and had somewhat different arrangements and loadings of the vari-
ables., An interest in “security,! for example, as interpreted from the
men's data is not precisely that interpreted from the wemen's data. Cor-
relations between reasons for choice of teaching as a profession and ac-
ceptability ratings differed slightly between the men and women subjects.
Items which had a c rrelatiun of .30 or higher, in either the paired-com-
parison or ranking questionnaire, for the women were: f'relatively good
financial reward, "ease of getting a position," ‘'clean, attractive

physical surroundings,” ‘'short working hours," ‘frequent vacations," and
"environment of interesting co-workers." Items which had a correlation

of .30 or higher for the men were: "security against job loss and layoffs,"
"clean, attractive physical surroundings," Y“opportunity for professiocnal ad-
vancement, "opportunity to serve society," ''ease of getting a position,
and "opportunity to pursue a favorite interest." Multiple-correlation co-
efficients between acceptability ratings and raw scores in the ments paired-
comparison questionnaire were .64, and for the womenfs questionnaire ..44.
Multiple correlation coefficients between acceptability ratings and raw
scores for the ranking questionnaire were .76 for men and .78 for women.

It appears to the reviewers that Ringness mav have gone somewhat further

in his interpretation of his data than the siue of his N's justifies.

The Relation of Voice and Speech Characteristics
To Instructor Effectiveness

Shannon (303), in 1928, reported that the teacher?s voice was placed
eleventh in order of importance among qualities listed by 3317 high school
pupils and ninth in importance by 107 university students. One hundred
twenty-four cri.  : teachers placed voicz second among personal and social
traits considered essential .o effectiveness that wers found to be weak
in student teachers urder their direction. Voice did not appear among
the 15 most important qualities mentioned by 97 supervisors.

In 1951 Richey and Fox (274) had 1883 high school boys and 2022 high
school girls in Indiana check characteristics that pertained to their best-
liked and least-liked teachers. Among characteristics of the best-liked
teachers, the item, *had a pleasant speaking voice," was marked by 76% of
the boys and by 84% of the girls. Of the characteristics of the least-
liked teachers, Mhad bad speaking voice' was designated by 39% of the
boys and by 37% of the girls.

In other investigations discussed under the section on Opinion S.udies
voice was mentioned among the ten most important teaching characteristics
in eight studies of high school pupils, nine studies of college students,
and two studies of administrative groups. Voice was not included among
the first ten traits in opinion studies of two grade school groups, four

3]




studies of high school groups, seven college student studies, one study of
administrative opinion, and two opinion studies of teachers themselves.,

In 1929 Barr (16) studied the characteristic differences in the teach-
ing performance of 47 good and 47 poor teachers of the social studies.
Twelve of the good and 17 of the poor iteachers were listed as having good
voices. Twenty-five good teachers and 7 poor teachers showed Mconversa-
tional manner." A repetition of the study with another group of teachers
produced similar results.

In 1941 Baxter (25) in an investigation of teacher-pupil relaticnships
reported results when 42 teachers were studied by two observers. Voice and
manner of effective teachers were said to be original and intriguing while
noneffective teachers showed voice and manner that were prosaic and color-
leSS. \

1n 1943 Henrikson (150) made some comparisons of ratings of voice and
teaching ability. Teachers were selected at random from the files of a
placement bureau. Results are shown in Table 32.

Table 32

Relation of Ratings of Voice and Teaching Ability

Correlation
Variables No. of cases coefficient
Voice rated by supervisor of practice teach-
ing vs. voice rated by school supervisor 433 «20
Teaching ability rated by school supervisor
vs, voice rated by practice teaching
supervisor 433 «20
Teaching ability rated by practice teaching
grade vs. voice rated by supervisor » 432 27
Teaching ability vs. voice rated by same
Judge:
Training school supervisor 434 62
Public school .supervisor 580 «58
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The last two correlation coefficients in Table 32 -appear to be a
rather neat demonstration of the inability of Jjudges to separate supposedly
different characteristics of individuals, viz., teaching ability and voice.
Other good examples of the same inability on the part of raters can be snen
in the investigations of Martin (218) and Eenriikson (151). In 1944 when
Martin correlated sv;erintendents! ratings of 123 teachers after their
first year of teaching with the same superintendents' evaluation of voice
and mechanics of speech, she obtained a correlation coefficient of .58
In a later study in 1949 Henrikson (151) investigated relations between
personality, speech characteristics (voice, pitch, rate, quality), and
teaching effectiveness of college teachers as rated on a five-point scale
by 150 college students enrolled in a speech course. He reported coeffi-
cients of contingency ranging from .42 Lo .66 and chi-square values showing
significant relationships between various qualities of instructors as
determined by the student ratings.

From the studies reviewed above it appea.s, in general, that the
quality of the teacher's voice is not considered too important by school
administrators, teachers, and students. Halo effect or "logical error,"
which so often has been found a contawinating factor in ratirgs, also
appeared to be present to a large extent in these studies.

A study, made by McCoard (210} in 1944 on speech factors as related
to teaching efficiency, appears somewhat more promising. Speech effec-—
tiveness of 4O teachers in one~room schools was measured by having 22
speech teachers rate each teacher on a seven-point scale on each of 14
speech factors. Recc. "ings were made while each teacher read standardized
material for three minutes and also spoke for three minutes on an assigned
topic. A special pronunciation test was also administered. Correlations
were obtained between the gains of 338 seventh and eighth grade pupils in
a citizenship test and their teachers' speech scores. In the reading ex-
periment 12 of the 14 ratings on speech factors and the total speech
score were significantly correlated with student gains at the .0l level,
and the correlations of the other two speech factors with student gains
were significant at the .05 level of confidence. The coefficients ranged
from .34 to .46. In the speaking experiment two sPeech factors, vari-
atlion in pitch and variation in quality, had correlations with student
gains that were significant at the .Ol level. Eight speech factors and
the total were significantly related to¢ gains at the .05 level of con-
fidence.

Correlations obtaired between a composite of effectiveness ratings
by supervisors and reading scores were all significant at the .05 level
and all but two were significant at the ,0l level of confidence, The
correlation between total speech scores (reading and speaking combined)
and supervisors! ratings was «49.  Intercorrelations among various
speech factors (pitch, quality, volume, rale, phrasing, distinctness,
etc.) centered around .90 which led the author to conclude that even
with trained judges an indication of general speech ability based on a
single factor will give as good results as a totaltof judgments on
several factors. McCoard reported correlation coefficien’s between
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pronunciation test scores and other teacher measures as follows: pupil gain
.02, supervisors’ ratings .40, total reading score .49, total speaking score
01«}00

In 1950 Huckleberry (159) investigated the possible relationship of
speech to student teaching. He also attempted to develop means of iden-
tifying significant speech qualities of student teachers and observed the
effect of improvements of speech on student teaching competency. Three
speech teachers rated recordiags of 54 volunteer subjects (24 in the ex-
perimental group and 30 in the control group) in terms of articulation,
pronunciation, voice quality, voice pitch, inflection, rate, rhythm, and
conviction. Huckleberry concluded that positive change in student teach-
ing proficiency, as observed by critic teachers, was directly associated
with positive change in rated speech proficiency. The reviewers compared
the correlation coefficients of his experimental and control groups, how-
ever, and found the differences were not statistically significant.

While research on voice and speech characteristics tends to be some-
what scanty, this area appears promising for research in the Air Force
technical school situation. It is possible that voice, apart from other
variables, plays an important part in supervisors ratings. It may be,
too, that speech characteristics constitute a crucial instructor variable,
that in addition to certain subject-matter knowledge or otiher prerequisites,
the competent instructor is the one whose voice appeals to his class. It
may be, on the other hand, that Mactions speak louder than words,! that
the instructor who 'knows his stuff" and is able to demonstrate his knowl-
edge has little need for words. A potentially fruitful research approach
Lo this problem might be first, to determine the extent to which student
gains in Air Force schools are related to the jinstructors! oral presenta-
tion; and seccnd, to determine whether or not this ability can be measured
prior to selection for the instructor assignment.

The Photograph as a Predictor of Instructor Effectiveness

Many school administrators reguire a photograph of the applicant to
accompany letters of application for teaching positions. In order to de-
termine the validity of this alleged aid to selection, Tiegs (333), in
1928, evaluated photographs as a means for teacher selection. He re-
ported that rankings by five judges of teaching effectiveness of 25 ele-
mentary school teachers on the basis of photographs gave rise to inter-
correlations among them ranging from .00 to .50. Official ratings of
the 25 teachers given by superintendents, after the rating forms had been
checked by principal and general supervisor, when compared with rankings
by photograph produced a correlation coefficient of -.08.

Johns and Worcester (169), in 1930, also attempted to submit the photo-
graph to an experimental check. In their study 6 faculty members of a
teachers college ranked 6 men school superintendents or principals, 6 high
school, 6 elementary school, and 6 kindergarten and primary women teachers
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on teaching effectiveness., Photographs of these 24 administrators or
teachers were then mailed to )48 judges: 61 superiitendents, 38 school
board secretaries, and 49: placement bureau secretaries. The judges were
asked to, rank members, of each group from the photographs as to their de-
51rab111ty as teachers. The results showed every photograph assigned
every rank from one to six by every class' of judge. 'Correlations be-
tween composite rankings of judges of photographs and faculty committee
rankings were: for superintendents and principals, ~¢10; for high school
teachers, .1l4; for elementary school teachers, -.0l; and for kindergarten
primary teachers, .37, No ong .judge of photcgraphs in the whole 148
‘agreed with the faculty committee ratings for'any of the groups ranked.

Statistical Analyses of Instructor Abilities

Nine studies (12, 70, 142, 149, 189, 277, 295, 287, 288, 289, 314) report
results of factor analyses of data from presumed measures of teaching abili-
ties. In 1932 Butsch (70) by means of a tetrad difference analysis fourd a
ggneral factor among the intercorrelations of judgments of teacher traits.

In 1943 Smalzried and Remmers {314) applied the Th. .tone method of factor
analysis to student ratings of 4O practice teachers on the Purdue Rating
Scale for-Instructors. Two factors emerged which they designated "empathy"
and "professional maturity." Items which had greater saturation of "'empathy"
were fairness in grading, personal appearance, sympathetic attitude toward
students, and liberal and progressive attitude. The items with the greater
loading -for "professional maturity" were self-reliance, confidence, and pre-
sentation of subject matter. The other items of the scale show lower and
moré nearly equal saturation with both basic factors.

Hellfritzsch (149), in 1945, reported a factor analysis of some 27
teacher variables using data from the Rostker (282) and Rolfe (280) studies.
He concluded that four independent primary teacher abilities satisfactorily
explain the intercorrelations observed between a battery of measures com-
monly used in investigations of the nature, measurement, and prediction of
-teadhlng ability. These he identified as: general knowledge and mental
ability; teacher rating scale factor; personal, emotional, and social ad-
Justment; eulogizing attitude toward the teaching profession. The four
factors were uncorrelated with each other. Each of the several teacher
measures was dependent primarily upon only one of the factors. Hellfritzsch
also stated his study revealed that no single teacher measure of those he
used ‘covld validly be substituted for the actual measurement of pupil
growth in evaluating the ability of teachers to teach. Supervisory ratings,
he found, were only slightly related to observed pupil growth in social
studies and, hence, Hellfritzsch concluded were of doubtful value as a
measure of. teaching effectiveness conceived in terms of ability to pro-
mote pupil growth.

In 1950 Schmid (295) conducted an investigation to determine by means
of', factor analysis if a few common factors might adequately summarize
areas of personality and ability of prospective teachers. Scores were ob-
tdined by meafis of the Washburne Social Ad justment.Inventory, Mooney
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Problem Check-List, Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, and per-
sonal data from student files with respect to 24 traits for 51 male and 51
female student *cachers., The size of ihe total group tested varied from
80 to 101 for the different variables. Schmid hypothesized that the fac-
tor patterns would differ for rales as compared to females and ran separate
analyses by sex. Unfortunately this reduced the number of individuals
represented by each correlation coefficient to such low figures (40 to 51)
as to make the results of his analyses highly tentative. Factor analysis
of female scores yielded four common factors, identified as "problems in
resconse set,'" “professional maturity,'' Yintroversion," and "social ad-
justment." In general, Schmid says, these factors failed to cut across
areas measured by the personality measures he used perhaps indicating that
these instruments are measuring different aspects of personality. Factor
analysis of the male scores resulted in two common factors, ''social and
educational adjustment" and a "personality--psychological" factor. The
factor pattern of the male students showed a marked discrepancy from that
of the female students.

In 1951 Lamke (189), in a factor analysis of personality characteristics
as mea3ured by Cattell'!s 16 Persohality Factor Test for 10 good and 8 poor
high school teachers with one year's experience, found that responses of
good and poor teachers did not fall into two well-defined and characveristic
patterns., There was some indication that some good teachers differed from
some of t!ie poor teachers on the responses associated with Cattell's source
traits F {surgency vs. desurgency or anxious agitated melancholy), H (ad-
vent.rous cyclothemia vs. withdrawn schizothemia), and N (sophistication
vs. simplicity). The reviewers are inclined to doubt the significance both
statistical and practical of factor analytic studies based on 18 cases.

Ryans as part of the "Teacher Characteristic Study" has made a factor
analysis of trained observer ratings of elementary and secondary teach-
ers on a classroom observation scale containing 20 items referring to
teacher behaviors and 6 referring to pupil behavior. Results of this
study have been published in a number of different references (287, 288,
289). A detailed account of the factors found is given in the section
on Objective Observation of Instructor Performance.

In 1951 Hampton (142) published the results of a factor analysis of
supervisory ratings of élementary teachers. Two different scales, a
paired-comparison scale and a graphic rating scale, were used. Hampt-'n
concluded that a’'general factor did not account for the intercorrelations
of the ratings on either instrument. Furthermore, that a greater number
of fdactors was needed, namely six as ccmpared with three, to account for
the intercorrelations of the same traits on the paired-comparison instru-
ment than v.as needed to account for the intercorrelations of the ratings
on the graphic scale. :

In 1952 Bach (12) used the factor analysis approach in a study of the
relationship of critic teacher ratings as student teachers and supervisory

106




ratings of the same subjects after they had had actual teaching experience.
Bach found four factors for each of the two ratings, but only two of these
appeared to he similar, 2

In 1952 Ringness (277) factor analyzed data concerning reasons give.
by teachers for choice of teaching as a career. This material is dis-
cussed in detail in the section on The Relation of Teaching Aptitude Atti-
tude Toward Teaching and Interest to Instructor Effectiveness.

Two investigators (220, 285) have reported results of item analyses of
instructor traits, one in terms of student change and the other in terms
of principals' assessments,

In 1940 Mathews (220) made an item analysis of measures of teaching
ability in relation to student change. By means of a battery of tests he
derived a composite index of the changes produced in seventh and eighth
grade pupils by 57 rural school teachers of social studies. The teachers
were given a battery of 11 psychological, subject matter, and adjustment
tests. Of the 1675 items in all tests given the teachers only 68 items,
or slightly over 4%, possessed statistical significance in terms of pupil
change. Mathews concludes that the findings cast serious doubt on the
validity of the tests studied as measures of teaching ability when pupil
change is used as a criterion.

Ryans (285), in 1951, applied analyses of internal consistency and ex-
ternal validation procedures to test items measuring the professional in-
formation of 192 elementary and 165 secondary teachers with one or more
years! experience. He used three teacher measures: (a) scores on the
General Principles and Methods of Teaching Test of the 1949 National
Teacher Examination battery; (b) principals! assessments by means of an
observation blank of teacher behavior in terms of pupil behavior, teacher
personal-social behavior in the classroom, and teacher behavior indica-
tive of intellectual and educational background; (c¢) princinls! general
evaluation of teachers'! over-all effectiveness on a graphic rating scale.
The two prinzipals® ratings produced an intercorrelation coefficient of
«83 for both elementary ard secondary teacher groups which might be ex-
pedted because of the common factors involved. Upper and lower . - of
teachers were segregated and ‘analyses of the three measures and item
discrimination indexes for the teachers! test i-sre computed for these
groups. The General Principles and Methods of Teaching Test, Ryans con-
cluded, appeared to be made up of items that functioned satisfactorily
from the standpoint of internal consistency. However, when the test items
were analyzed against either of the principals' ratings less than 20% of
the 45 items discriminated significantly at the .05 level or better between
high and low element=ry teacherz. Only 5% of the items discriminated be-
tween high and low secondary teachers. Ryans attributes these somewhat
unsatisfactory results to . . . the doubtful validity and reliability of
the assessments upon which the external criteria were based, the low re-
liability of individual items, and the fact that understanding of education-

al concepts comprises only one segment cf over-ail teaching effectiveness. . ."
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In the opinion of the reviewers all the studies of the foregoing
types so far reported suffer from inadequacies of criteria, tests, or
nurbers of cases. It still secems possible that a more adequately de-
signed study might yield results of considerable basic importance to the
solution of problems of evaluating and selecting instructors.

Opinion Studies of the Personality Characteristics
Of Fffective and Ineffective Instructors

_For over fifty years attempts have been rade to identify the person-
ality characteristics of successful and unsuccessful teachers by making
lists of traits based on opinions. In most cases these 1ists have been
rade up of subjectively estimated characteristics of such a vague, gen-
"eral nature as to render any precise measurement of them impossible, One
of the earliest studies of this kind was that made by ¥ratz (181) in 1896.
When 2411 pupils were asked to indicate the characteristics of their best
teachers, the factors most frequently mentioned were!: helped in studies,
personal appearance, good, kind, pleasant, happy, Jolly, patient, polite,
neat. In 1929 Charters ard Waples (74) collected some 2800 teacher traits
as reported by 27 teachers, 14 parents, 10 pupils, 3 teacher agency execu-
tives, and 2 professors of education. It might be thought that this ex-
haustive and conprehensive 1list would be the list to end all lists. How-
ever, nore parers using this approach have appeared since 1929 than ever
appeared tefore that date.

In the search for traits, qualities, and characteristics of the suc-
cessful teacher, almost no stone has been left unturned. Table 33, lists
all available studies categorized according to the group from whom opin-
ions were solicited. The studies are arranged in chronological order
urder each category.

Several of the opinion studies that are scmewhat interesting because
¢of tte novelty of the approach employed, the date of the study, or the
ragnitude Af the effort involved will be briefly reviewed.

In 19C0 Bell (27), in a study of the teacher's influence, reported
results of a questionnaire ccmpleted by 543 men and 488 women nornal
school students., In indicating characteristics of those teachers that
were rost helpful the students'! answers fell into four groups: (1)
roral influence; (2) personal interest, kindness, encouragement, syme
pathy; (3) intellectual influence; (L) self reliance, Almost all stu-
dents indicated that they had had a teacher whom they positively disliked
or hated, The disliked teacr rs were reported to have a malevolent atti-
tude, either active or passive, resulting in such tehavior 23 unjust
punishment, sarcasm, insult, and ridicule.

Sharnon (303), in 1928, rade a rbst comprehensive investigation of
opinions of the persoral and social traits of 8successful and unsuccessful
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* thetmaing Orede 1o
secbndary school teachers. He interviewed 97 "selectedi supervisors; hu
had 3317 high school pupils and 107 university students list good and bad
qualities of teachers; and he asked 124 critic teachers to 1jst personal
and social traits found to be weak in student teachers under their dibdc-
tibn.'fsﬁannon also studied theproblem by making analyses of traits usegd
on rating scales, recommendation procedures, reasons for teacher failure,
traits considered in Lertification and cedes of professional ethics for
teacherd, Arong teacher traits Shannon found-to be concidered most im-
portant were such qualities as stimulative power, forcefulness, sympathv
affabirity, self-control,sand fairness.

16’1929 Jordan (173), in a study of personal and social traits as
related to high school teaching, used a questionnaire of 46 traits., The
15 trait's considered of most importance, the 16 of medium importance,,
and the 15 of least importance were checked by 150 high school pupils,
120 teachers, 100 supervisors, and 120 school patrors. As an example
of the outcome of typical studies of this kind, the 5 most important and
the 5 léast important traits as listed by the various groups are given
in fable 34, The rathe: remarkable agreement armong the four groups
st.uddgqd rsuggests the probdble existence of rowerful euitural steregtypes
itk region where the study was gonducted, Tnis conclusion is em-
phasized by the comparative lack of importance Indicated by other studjes
¢f certain factors judged.anong the most, important in Jordan's study.
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Table 34

The Five Most and the Five Least Important of 46 Teacher Traits
As Ranked by Four Groups of Judgesa

Most‘;mportant trait

Pupils
1. Fair
2, Intelligent
3. Interesting
4+ Broad-minded
5. Cheerful

least important trait

42, Dignified

43. In touch
with life
4« Thoughts cen-
tered out-
side of self

45, Reverent

46. Proud of pro-
fession

8 Jordan (173).

Teachers Supervisors
Intelligent Tactful
Tactful Intelligent
Healthy Fair
Broad-minded Cooperative
Cooperative Healthy
Trustful Ready of

speech
Willing to Of broad in-
lead terests
Reverent Thoughts
centered
outside of
self
Modest Willing to
lead
Thoughts cen- Modest

tered out-

side of

self

. Patrens |
Intelligent
Fair
Broad-minded
Tact ful
Patient

In touch
with life
Trustful

Proud of
profession

Of broad in-
terests

Willing to
lead

In 1929 Klopp {177) gave results obtained by asking sunmer school pu-
pils in Junior and senior high schools to compare 81 practice teachers

with an "idead teacher" on 10 traits.

A majority of the pupils rated their

student teachdrs as equal to the ideal teacher on eight of these traits

(kindness, neatness, fairness,
enthusiasnm, willangness to help).
(o] 78;.

ranged from'56%

tience, approachableness, sense of humor,
Percentages for the different traits

The majority rated their teachers below the ideal
teacher for thoroughness (55%) and discipline (62%).

In 1932 Kyte (187) asked 69 suprervisors to analyze ‘heir most serious

problem teacher.
characteristice.

The. supervisors rated their unsuccessful teachers on 53
Among these deficiencies judged most important were

deficienties in leadership, in influence on pupils' hablts, in selection

of methed, in cor.

. of class, and in work responsibility.
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In 1936 Engelhart and Tucker (108) asked 224 high school pupils to
check a 1ist containing 1CO positive traits and their corresponding oppo-
sites for the teacher they considered best and also for the one consider-
ed the poorest, Of the 100 traits, 46 were found to correlated signifi-
cantly and positively with quality of teaching. The highest tetrachoric
coefficient of correlation was .93, the 46th was .32. Of the 46 traits
correlated 25 were .72 or atove. The traics showing tetrachoric coeffi-
cients of .80 or higher were good judgment .93, clear in explanation .88,
respecting others! opinions .86, sincere .83, impartial .83, fair .82,
appreciative .80, interested in pupils .80, broac-minded .&0.

Tostlebe (334) made an analysis or the relative importance of various
training factors to success in the one-room'rural school. A check list
of 135 items arranged as a four-point scale was marked by 4O specialists
in the field of teacher training and 40 county superintendents. Split-
half reliability coefficient for the specialists was .85 and for the
county superintendents .86, A correlation coefficient of .81 was ob-
tained between the judgments of the 4O specialists and the 4O superin-
tendents. A weighted ’ndex was obtained for each of the 135 success
factors which were then divided into fourths. The type of success
factors which most predominated in the top fourth were those, centering
about assignments, individual differences, study periods, mastery of
fundamentals, vnit method of instruction, adjusting programs, teacher's
personal self, and the relationships of the teacher to child and parents,

Daniel (91) compiled opinions of 202 superintendents, 267 principals,
29 supervisors, €46 white teachers, 602 Negro teachers, 1659 white eighth
grade pupils, 523 Negro eighth grade pupils, 998 white eleventh grade
pupils, 378 Negro eleventh grade pupils, 1351 white patrons, and 973
Negro patrons. Each of the above individuals indicated the qualificatjons
of the teacher whom they considered best within their experience. All
groups followed remarkably similar patterns giving first place to quali-~
ties related te professional interest and competency, followed by per-
sonal qualities.

In 1948 Witty (357) listed in order of frequency traits found in
14,000 letters sutmitted by pupils from Grades 1 to 12 in a contest
which rchuired them to describe the teacher who had helped them most.

In a second study of 33,000 such letters the list remained substantially
the same. 1The 12 most frequently mentioned traits in order were: coop-
erative and democratic attitude, kindliness and consideration of the in-
dividual, patience,, wide interests, personal appearance and pleasing
manper, !fairness and impartialily, eanse of humor, good;disposition and
corisistent behavior, interest in pupils'! problems, f]ex{bility, use of
recognition and praise, unusual proficiency in teaching.

Undesirable characteristics were also analyzed in the second study,
In order of I'requency the 12 most often menticv-ed negative factors were:
bad tempered and intolerant, unfair and inclined to have favorites, dis-
inclined to enow interest in the pupil and to take time to help.him, -
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unreasonable in demands, tendency to be gloomy and unfriendly, :arcastic
and inclined to use ridicule, unattractive appearance, impatient and in-
flexible, tendency to talk exceesively, inclined to talk down to pupils,
overbearing and conceited, lacking in sense of humor.

In a study made at Brooklyn College and reported by Goodhartz (131)
in 1948 and by Riley et al. (276) in 1950, 6681 students at Brooklyn Col-
lege selected from a 10-item list, 3 qualities which they considered to
be of the greatest importance in a teacher in the biological and physical
sciences, the social sciences, and the arts. This study has a certain
unique value in that it secured opinions concerning teachers of different
subject matter and did not assume that all good teachers would have the
same qualitiee regardless of the subject they taught,

In 1949 Irwin and Irwin (162) obtained an appraisal of certain teacher
traits by 415 senior high school students by having them 1ist words that
might be used in describing good and bad teachers.

Using 694 students from four college classes Bradley (50), in 1950,
using an unstructure«, open-end questionnaire technique, found that witn
respect to college teachers and their teaching, students like such fac-
tors as “teaching efficiency," "meeis students! needs,' ''puts subject
matter across," "facilitutes learning." These were mentioned 1649 times,
or more than all other factors put together. Similarly, in terms of dis-
like, the negatives-of these factors appeared 1507 times, again more often
than all the other negative characteristics combined,

The results of all of this effart in conducting opinion studies of in-
structor personality characteristics appear to be largely sterile in
terrnis of usability for evaluative or selective purposes. It seems quite
possible that anyone who had passed thmugh the average American school
syst.em could sit at his desk and devise an "armchair' 1ist of character-
istics of the effective &s opposed to Lhose of the ineffective teacher
that would be quite as useful as any list thus far developed. The trend
in present day research in the area of selection and evaluation of per-
sonnel i3 definitely directed away from opinion studies as sources of
ideas concerning the requirements of teaching and toward the use of psy-
chological theory and rationale in the development of systematic sets of
hypotheses to be tested with objeciive tests and observational techniques.

Carefully designed opinion studies of personality claracteristics
of instructors might lead to some understanding of why supervisors' rat-
ings of instructor effectiveness, which are based on opinion, fail to
correlate with the student gains criterion. Investigation might aluo be.
directed toward the problem of providing sounder bases for supervisor
Judgment. It is possible that in such studies the use of some of the
more recent methodological refinements such 1s Stephensont's Q-technique
or Catlell?s R-technique might be productive of more operationally uaeful
redults,

112



It should be pointed out perhaps that mere collection of great masses
or' data does not necessarily produce a more effective study. Adequate
sampling might have eliminated, for cxample, in the studies of Witty
(356, 357), the arduous task of going through 33,0C0 or even 14,C00 let-
térs withput sacrifice of any meaningful finding.

Causes of ?eagher Failure

In a number of studies attempts have been made to set forth the causes
of teacher failure. Several of these (60, 68, 187, 213, 7216, 234, 237,
278, 311) merely report surmaries of superintendents'! reasons for dismis-
sal of unsatisfactory teachers or give superintendents?! opinions as to
wha} ,constitute the chief weaknesses of fajling teachers. Other investi-
Bators, Andersen (5) and Morrison (231), include reasons for failure as
reported by school board members. Nott (236) queried 200 teachers of
agriculture, while James (164) canvassed opinions of college freshmen,
schobl administrators, and teachers themselves. School principals were
included in Littler's (205) survey. W¥Mclaughlin (212) made a case study
of 98 effective and 1{ ineffective female elementary school teachers.

The first such report available to the reviewers, that of Littler (205},
in 1914, mentioned weaknesses in maintaining disciplines in teaching skill,
interest, personality, effort, and cooperation as the most important causes
of iteacher failure. 3jubsequent studies have more or less reiterated in
somewhat varied-terms the findings of this earlier report. Foor mainte-
nance of discipline and lack of cooperation tend to be listed among the
chief causes of failure or dismigsetal in most of these studies. Health,
educaticnal background, training, ‘age, and knowledge of subject matter, on
the other hand, appear to be relatively unimportant factors. These in-
vestigations are marked by a complete absence of operational definitions
¢° the terms used, so that any estimate as to the importarce of thé vari-
sus factors depends entirely upon the personal likes and dislikes, pre-
cbnpébtions and misconceptions of the judges and upon their individual
interpretation of the terms. In none of these studies was any attempt
made to observe unsuccessful teachers systematically in order to deter-
mine those specific behavin: s which differentiate the ineffective from
the successful teacher. Another important consideration in evaluating
these 3 ndies of the causes nf teacher failure is that the stated causes
cay have been concocted afte: the decision to reliee the teacher of
further duties had been made.

A8 in the case of opinions regarding the unsuccessful teacher, many
judgrents have also been made as to what consiitutes good teaching prac-
tice. No one knows, however, to, what extent manifestly undesirable be-
havior may be offset by presumably desirable factors. In other words, no
bne has determined what constitute the allowable instructor idiosyncracies.
A potentially fruitful approach to the problems of determining instructor
effebtiveness might well be the investigation, through objective observa-
tion techniques, of behdvior charaoteristics coumonly deemed to constitute
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unsound teaching practices by educational authorities. Then study should
Ye made of the extent to which such pedagogically undesirable behaviors
may te present without appreciably reducing the efficiency of an instruc-
tor in terms of pupil gain.

Personality Tetts of Teachers

Investigations of the relations of perscnality test scores to meas-
ures of teacher success have yielded widely varying results. In Tahle
35 are summarized results of studies ir which attempts have been made
to related various personality measures to measures of instructor effec-
tiveness. The material has bee: grouped according to the personality
measure used. It will be noted that correlation coefficients computed
between scores obtained on the several scctions of the Bernreuter Per-
sonality Inverntory and various criteria o” instructor effectiveness
range, for "neurotic tendency" frcm -.31 to .17, for "self-sufficiency"
from -.24 to .20, for "dominance-submission' from C2 to .33, for 'ex-
troversion-introversion" from -.14 to .0l. Correlation coefficients
for the Bernreuter-Flanagan self-confidence scale ivange from -.38 to .CO
and for the Bernreuter-Flanagan sociability scale frem -.26 to -.06.

High scores on the Bell Adjustment Inventory and on the Thurstone
Personality Schedule are associated with poor adjustment so that negative
coefficients with offectiveness might be expected. As reported by vari-
ous investigators these range from -.04 to -.40. The positive coeffi-
cients given in the Gould (133) study probably indicate only that he
reversed the direction of his scores so that the results among several
sets of variables would have comparable directions. Although the
tetrachoric correlation of .52 found by Cooper and lewis (83) between
pupil rating and absence of neurotic sign on the Rorschach is higher
than is usually found with supposedly more ''demeadable! data, the authors
Foint out that extent of overlapping prohibits the use of neurotic signs
for individual prediction. An important feature of the Ccok and Leeds
(80) and lecds 5198) studies was the use of item analysis against the
external criterion of teachers designated by their prinecipals as .he
best, and worst in the schools in getting along with children.

Ryans (286), in 1951, as part of the "Teacher Characteristic Study"
referred to earlier, studied the relationship of scores on the Thurstone
Temperament Schedule for the upper and lower 27% of a group of 275 ele-
mentary teachers selected on the tasis of composite observer ratinga.
These ratings had teen factor analyzed by the centroid method and yielded
five oblique factors which appeared to refer to: (&) pupil participation
and teacher open-mindedness; (b) controlled pupil activity and business-
1ike approach} (cz teacher calm and consistent, liked because "humanj"
(d4) sociability; (e) appearance snd attractiveness. (This last factor
was not uited in the analysis.) Differences for the "vigorous' category
of the Thurstone Temporarent Schedule were significant at the .01 level
for Factor (a); for the "irpulsive" category At the .05 level for Factor
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Tedle 35 (Cont.)
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(d;; for the Mominant" category at the .01 level for Factoi. (a), (d)
for total rating, and fo. rating of pupil behavior (taken separately)
for the "sociable' factor at the .05 level for Factors (a), (d), and

rating of pupil behavior.

Other personality tests given to teachers have included the Pressey
X-0 Test (271), the Rudisill scale for measurement of the personality of
elementary teachers (132), the Occurational Personality Invertory (101,
102), tests of Cattell's prirary source traits (297), Cattell's 16 Per-
sonality Factor Test (189), Johnson Temzerament Analysis, Mirnesota Per-
sonality Scale, and Minnesota T-S-E Test (337). Correlation coefficient.
where reported tend to be low and are probably not significant except pe:
haps for some of those found by Schwartz (297). Using 3L teachers, he
reforts coefficients ranging from -.32 to .28 when tests of ‘'prirary
source traits'" were correlated with practice teashing rating, and coeffi-
cients frem ~060 to 31 (U = 13) when the "piimary sonrce Lraits' were
correlated with supervisors' ratings.
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Lamke (189), in 1951, attempted to find out if the personalities of
good and poor teachers as evaluated by Cattell's 16 Personality Factor
Test were characteristically difrerent. He used Fisher's discriminant
function and factor andlysis in the examination of his data. Results
of the analysis by either method failed to reveal a.characteristic per-
sonality pattern for either the good or the poor teachers. Lamke says
the response patterns of the teachers studied on the !> personality fac-
tor test suggest that '"It:is possible that -personality traits need to be
'balanced -in a certain way for the teacher to be superior. lacking
this balance!, perhaps the teacher is likely to be only average; with
a certain makeup she may be poor.'" Considering the results of the fac-
tor analysic of the responses to this test, lamke concludes:

"Using Cattell's terminology; it appears that good teachers are
iikely, more than poor teachers, to be gregarious, adventurous,
frivolous, to have abundant emotional responses, strong artistic or
sentimental interests, to be interested in the opposite séx, to be
poYished, fastidious and cool. Pocor teachers are more likely than
good teachers to be $hy, cautious, conscientious, to lack emotional
response and artistic or:sentimental interests, to have a compara-
tively slight interest in the opposite sex, to be clumsy, easi
pleased, and more attentive to people.' (lamke, Reference 189.

Other mcasuregy related to personality tests, which have been stud-
ied by a number of investigators, are those pertaining to various aspects
of social adjustment. The results of the studies dealing with these
veriablas“are shown in Table 36. It will be seen that most of the corre-
lation coefficients found between social adjustment measures and other
measures of instructor effectiveness tend to cluster around zero. Some
exceptions are evident in the.case of the Washburne Social Ad justment
Inventory and,Jacksonts.Social Proficiency Test. Correlations ranged
from. 4O report.ed by Gotham to -.60 fund by *Bchwartz when 'scores on the
Washburne inventory were correlated with ratings.:. laDuke obtained a
correlatiyn coefficient of =-.37 when he correlated scores on the Jackson
test with pupil gains. The extreme variability of results found with the
Washburne Social Adjustment Inventory and the generally insignificant
relationships shown by other "social'' tests suggest that such measures
have 1ittle to contribute’as predictors of instructor effectivenhess.

Results obtained with personality tests of teachers have in gereral
shown wide variation when ¢orrelated with measures of teacher effective-
ness. Correlations renge from rather large positive or negative relation-
ships to.zero or near gero relationships depending upon the particular
situation and'the teacher measuyés used. There-are many conceivadbla kinds
of effectiveness even for téachers of the same subject or grade level in
the same kind of community and therefore there will probably be différent
patterns of teacher personality for such effectiveness. -\s lLamke and
others have pointed out, sucesss jn teaching may' be a "balance' and to
predict success it may be necessary to understand what is required for
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the balance. Study of the association of traits, one by one, with-success
will not suffice. The problem of determiging the personality patterns:of
the effective teachers still remains unsolved, despite the fact that scme
so-called personality (and other) measures apparently show significant
correlatians (either positive or negative) with certain measures of in-
structor effectiveness, Carefully controlled, well-designed studies em-
ploying adequate numbers of instructors are needeg to determine what
measures or combinations of measures have definité predictive value.
There is probably even a greater nee? for the development of adequate
rationales, frameworks and systems of hypotheses which are based on

the best available theories concernipg social interaction, irterprrsonal
relationships, motivation, and learning. Throvgh research ef ort these
theories may then be related to specified dimensions of teacher personal-
ity and performance.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

After scrutiny of several hundred research studies pertaining more or
less directly to the identification of instructor effectiveness, the re-
viewers have arrived st certain conclusions with respect to the areas in
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which further research is needed and in which the probabilities of securing
worth-while results appear greatest. In certain other areas, lowever, the
available studies seem to demonstrate beyond reasonable doubt tha. research
has already proceeded for a considerable distance.up a blind alley. The
problems which in the opinion of the reviewers appear worthy of further re-
search fall into both the main categories into which the review is organized
those problems having to do with the search for more adequate criteria of
instructor effectiveness and those problems concerning discovery or im-
provement of predictors of the ¢riteria.

Criterion Hesearch

The changes induced in the students by the instructor appear to con-
stitute the rost important component of any criteria of instructer effec-
tiveness. As Orleans et al. (249), Evans (382}, and others have pointed
out, the ideal criterion of the effective instructor is probably a composite
of several measures. For Air Force-instructors it seems obvious that the
relative gains in subject-matter knowledge of groups of students under
different instructors should be a-most irportant element in this composite.
The Air Ferce teéchnical schools because of the large numbers of personnel
instrugting in the same subject-matter fields offer an ideal fituation in
which to make a thorough investigation of this criterion.

The 1esults obtained from any simple use of /raw gains,scores are cer-
tain to be misleading. - Thé adequate use of the'gajns criterion requires
the control of 'such variables as studént’ aptitude, ability and motivation,
the effects of distractions, diverse classroom conditions, cultural dif-
forences in ¢ifferent localities, and the like.

Tt.e, reliability of a medsure, of instructor effectiveness sl.ould be the
reliability of that effect on different or succegsive classes und not the
éplitihalf reliability determined from the same olass in which 'situational
and temporal variance'(more properly reviewed as error variance) increases
the estimated reliabjlity. This involves rather elaborate design and sta-
tistical manipvlation much beyond:the scnpe of the average school system
or the ayerage_supervisor's rapabilities. As a practical measurement de- -
vice, e~art from its use in an experimental situation, the measursment of
student gains affords a costly, unwieldy, and laborious method of evalu-
ating instructors. If it can be shown that student gains correlated ade-
quitely with some other more;easily obtainad measures, these latter could
be used. for most research And hdministrative purposes as substitutes.

Tre démand continues for more dbjective measures to bg used for in-
structor selection ahd evalyations Precise methods of direct observaticn
bave been little used in determiring ‘instructor efféctiveness, probably'
because of .the inherent diffidulties in their, application. OSuch observa-
tions require study as potential prgdibtors'qf other criteria of instruc-
tor performance; measures of pbservable behavior which turn out to be valid
could then, "in turh, be furtter used as criteria for future research or for
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practical application as evaluation indexes. Exploratory studies designed
to investigate various techniques of instructer observation are thus ur-
gently needed. The utilization of tape recorders, photographic, and other
recording devices in connection with observation of instructors has not
been thoroughly investigated. While some work has beei: directed toward
observing instructors in a classroom situation there appear to be few,

if any, studies of methods for making reliable observations of instruc-
tor and student behavior in the laboratory or shop, In this connection
the methods of Olson and Wilkinson (248}, by means of which they attempted
to determine dif‘erences among teachers in terms of the amount and kind
of verbal direction used in controlling behavior of elemsntary school
pupils, appear worthy of further investigation. Their techniques, if
modified to suit adult students, might well produce results of value in
the evaluation of instructors and instructional methods in Air Force
technical training schools. Observation to be of research value, how-
ever, must be repeatable by other scientists. Judziments of instructors

that dererd for their accuracy on the intuition or diagnostic skill of a
lone observer are not adequate data t'or resvarchs This may mean that

svery possibility of success is eliminated, but it still remains to be
demonstrated that behaviors which cen be reliably observed by different
observers and which are reliably associated with different occasions (are
typical of the instructor) are not related to effectiveness,

The relatively high coefficients obtained by Shannon (307), when he
correlated student attention scores with scores on achievement tests, also
suggest a lead which might prove useful if applied to students in an Air
Force situation, despite Shannonts rather low opinion of his flndings. (See
the section on Objective Observation of Instructor Performance.)

‘There are, however, other aspects of the instructor's performance that
may play some part in his over-all effectiveness as a member of a group
with & common goal. For instance, the instructor has certain administrative
and clerical responsibilities that, while they do not add to student gains,
arz important to the orderly administration of the training courses, Fur-
ther, it is possible for instructors to contribute to a greater or lesser
degree to improvement of the curriculum and to the develorment and promo-
tion of better methods of presentation. Estimates of the extent to which
different instructors make such contributions ara probably best obtained
from supervisors' ratings of instructors.

Additionally, it seems possible that the behaviors and expressed atti-
tudes of the instructor could have a marked effect on the willingness of
both his students and fellow instrustors to work together to accomplish a

. group mission, In other words, the influence of the instructor on school
morale may also be an aspsct of his effectiveness, This aspe¢t would prob-
ably best be reflectod in ratings of tne instructor made by his fellow in-
struetors and by his students. Nothing is known of the amount of inter~
relationship or the extent of independent reliable variance likely to '3
found in such measures in Air Force schools. Considerable rasearch sefrort
would be necessdry to de*.ermine the weightings that should be used in any
composite criterion of instructor effectiveness.
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The general unsatisfactory nature of past rating methods has stimulated
the search for more satisfactory techniques. Among rating methods the
forced-choice technique evidently offers some prcmise for operational use
since it tends to reduce hiasability. Considerable rescarch would be re-
quired, however, to determine phe value of forced-choice scales devised
for use by student raters, fellow teachers, or as se¢lf-rating scales. It
must be determined also whether or not repeated ratings on forced-choice
forms, like those on graphic scales, tend to beccme progressively more
lenient and less valid. . -

Little practical use has been made of fellow teacher ratings in civil-
ian instititions. While an instructor's opinionc of his fellow instruc-
tors may be biassed, it is more than probable that through his day-to-dayt,
closeicontacts with them he knows what kind of instructors they are. His
relationships- with his fellow instructors being different from those of
the supervisors or students will enable him to know them in a somewhat
different way and his judgments of them will be bated on this different
point of view. Peer ratings of instructors in the Air Force should receive
further investigation, either through forced-choice or other methods, in
the expectation that they might be used to corroborate supervisor ratings
or as a part of a composite toc b ng about a more adequate rating of in..
structors tha;s supervisor ratins s used alone,

Student ratings are being rsei more and more.widely in civilian schools
and colleges, a tvend in keeping with Lhe present day tendencies t> give
‘greater emphasi. to the democratic ..ocess in education. The argument is.
frequently advanged that in the Air Férce technical schools the phases ars
so short that the student has fnsufficient time to get well enougih ac-
quainteg with his instructor to make adequate judgment ,of him. The .total .
hours an Air Force technjcal schocl student spgnds with his instructor,
"however, are often considerably greater than the time-a college student
spends with his instructor during a one semester college course. As in
the cade of peer ratings, student ratings have played no great part in
the evaluation‘of Air Force technical training school instructors. >Thor-
ough study would be required to determine tneir utility for self-improve-
ment of instructors and also to discover their value as a criterion per se
or as a predictor of gains or other-criteria of instructor eiTectiveness.

It is possible that the use of a composite criterion will obsture pat-
terns and significant elements or specific aspects of effectiveness. It
may be difficult to add together, say by means of regression equation tech-
niqués, different components of teachér effectiveness so that a high degree
of cne' component, is allowed to counterbalance a low,.degree of another, when
both muy be equally importgnt ir their own way. Thus, il may be necessary
to devolop hew ways of combining of otherwise utilizing several critoria.
The develorment of such a composite will require tihe best available, judg-
ment ,on the part of psychologists and schedl administrators as to the rela-
tive weights to be assigned considering the interrelations found.
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Since many of the studies reviewed have been concerned with ratings, in
the foregoing discussion of implicaticns for fuither research on criteria,
the reviewers have emphasized methodologicual considerations. 'The ma jor prob-
lems of research. on criteria, however, may not be methodological but rather
cdnceptual or definitional problems. The objectaves of training programs
need to be defined, students! achievements of these objectives insofar as
they can be' measured need to be ascertained, and the effects of instructors
on these achievements need to be isolated.

It is contended by some educatlonal authorities that no kind of rating
on any kind of scale by any kind of person is likely to provide an accept-
able criterion until it can be shown to be related to student change in
the direction of the educationil objectives of the-school or training pro-
gram, This is an extreme positvion which would appear to rule out, as un-
accoptable, ratings which tend to show negligible correlations with stut
dent gains. Wrile it appears‘reasonable that measurable student changeb
should constitute a part (perhaps the largest part) of a total criterion of
teacher effectiveness, it is also nossible that ratings may reflect areas
of effectiveness not directly measurable, The question of whéther ratings
are acceptable as a part of a total criterion depends on whether there are
logical grounds 'for believing that the teacher can contribute to the ac-
complishment of school objectives in addition to his effects on his own.
students. If it seems possible for teachers to contribute differentially
to the group efforts: through work on the curriculum, through developmernt of
improved methods, through their -influence on group morale, etcs, then these
contributions should be- a part of any total criterion of effe:tiveness.

If it 1ikewise ‘Beéms pos31ble that ratings might reflect the quality of a
teacher's participation in the group.effort, then the use of ratings as an
element. in a total oriterion of effectiveness is Justified.

To the revievers the major problem connected with ratings is not the
justification of thieir use, but nather the improvement of their accuracy.

'‘Predictor Resecarch

Research on predictors necessitates formulation of hypotheses and the
development of conceptual frameworks tased on the best available psychologi-
cal and educational theorles. These hypotheses will reflect the rationale
- that certain traits or behavior of an instructor may be expected to he re-
lated to and hence may be used as predictors of instructor competence. For
exanple, hypotheses might be set up with respect to the relation of instruc~
tors! intelligence to instructer effectiveness for different kinds of sub-
Ject matter. Similar hypotheses might be generated for age, experience,
extracurricular activities, sex, verbdl faéility, and other instructor vari-
ables.

. The differential relations of instructor intelligence to instructor
effectiveness for different kinds of subject matter should be determined.
Likewise ‘the bptimal relations between.instructor intelligence and the ap-
titude and experience levels.of studente should.be invsstigated. The

122




student gains criterion might be us=d to determine the value of intelli-
gence -as a predictor of instructors'! competence in courses of differing
complexity. It is quite possible that the intelligence factor when used
with other instructor measures might contribute materially to an instruc-
tor selection battery.

A number of investigators have shown a relationship between instruc-
tor effectiveness and age or experience which appeers to be curvilinear.
Teachers tend to reach maximum rated efficiency after five or more years
of teaching experiences In the Air Force, however, extremely few (approxi-
mately two per cent) airman instructors remain in a teaching assigrment
for as long as five years, If the Alr Force is indeed losing the majority
of airman instructors hefore they reach their period of maximum efficiency,
a change in policy might be anticipated.

The evidence suggests that the kind and number of activities a teach-
er has engaged  in may have some relation to his effectiveness as a teach-
er. This finding, as shown with respect to certain specific extracurricu-
lar activities in the case of some civilian school teachers, might also
apply to Air Force technical school instructors. A study might bec made
to determine if past participation and interest in specific activities
(or in many varied activities) are relaied to an instructor's success in
training student airmen to become proficient in varied technical school
specialties,

No fundamental differences in instructional effectiveness between men
and women teachers have been demonstrateds Although thase findings were
obtained in quite different training situations from Air Force technical
courses, the possibility of utilizing WAF instructors should not be over-
looked.

The rather interesting findings of McCoard (210), with respect to verbal
facility suggest several potentially fruitful areas of research: (a) to
determine the relationship between the verbal facility and technical in-
formation an instructor shows in the classroom as> compared with his ability
to demonstrate equipment and procedures in the technical laboratory or shop;
(b) to determine the extent to which an instructor's aoility to organize
and present verbal material is related to the subject-matter gains of his
students; (¢) to find out if verbal facility can be measured and used as
part of the instructor selection procedurs.

The investigations of factor analysis of instructor abilities so far
available are somewhat vitiated due to inadequacies of criteria, measuring
devices, or numbers of cases used. A more adequately designed investiga-
tion might yield factorial results which might prove of considerable value
toward the solution of instructor selection and svaluation problems in the
Air Force.

The personality patterns of the successful instructcrs have not yet

been determined. This does not mean, however, that this ajproach should be
abandoned. Carefully controlled, well-designed experiments employing '
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adequate nwsbers of instructors would be needed in which pleusible measures
or combinations ofjsuch measures are investigated. Certain tests used in
preliminary studies have shown promise. These should be used in more thor-
oughgoing exveriments. The search should continue also for new and untried
measuring inttruments in the hope that some device will be discovered which
will enable the Air Force to predict teaching success of instructors ’n
training and tv evaluate instructors on the job.

It should be pointed out that the importance of many of the problems
suggested by this Research Bulletin has been recognized by the Air Force Per-
sonnel and Training Research Center, and nreliminary experiments in several
of these areas are now underway.
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